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PREFACE 


Some centres (jf ilie llamakrisliua Order litive 
{for some years past been briiig’ii)”' out important 
'Scriptures of tlie Hindus wiili text, ^vord-for- 
word reiidcring^ riiujiino' imiislation . and notes 
d)ase(l on aulJiovitatiye comnu'utavies, in order to 
make tbein iuniessibie to lb.e Eng^lisb-knowing^ 
public wliose .knowledge of Sanskrit, is limited. 
Tlie ]lliagavad-(iita by Swami Swarupunanda 
pulilished by tbe xVdvailu Asbranui, [NlayaTati, 
and e.iglit major Hi)anisbads by Swami Sbaiwa- 
aiauda pul)Jislied by tbe llamakrislma ISftvtb., 
Aladras, bave. alrtauly Ixniomo popular. An- 
•edition of ilio Brabiiia-Siitras on .similar lines avus 
•oA^er-due. Tlie prt'senl Avork is intended to fulfil 
iliis want and to (‘omi)leio in these series tke 
Jb‘as(liunatruya according to tlie intei'pretations 
•of Sankara. ^JTio Avord-.Cor-\voi*d trunslution is 
very literalj biit tlie running translation is made 
•a.s literal as possible consistent AAutk easy reading. 
In some places tke translation of (Quotations fi’oni 
ike TTpaniskads are taken fi‘om Max Mtiller’s 
edition of tke U])ainskads and tlio quotations of 
tke Si'i JHiaskya fi'om Dr. Tkibaiit’s edition of 
ike book (Sacred Books of ike East Series), botk 
with sligdit adaptations. 



It is hoped the vokmie will be a fitting coin- 
panion to the other Sanskrit works published b;5K; 
the Rainakrishna Order. 

ABVAITA ASHllAMA S. V. 

MAYAVATI, ITTMALAYAS 

NovemheT 25, lOoG, 
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INTRODUCTION 

THE SIX SYSTEKS OE PHILOSOPIIV 

The A^edas are .the scriptures o£ the Hindus,, 
to wliatever sect or denomination they may 
belong. They are the earliest extant religious ^ 
literahire to-day and form the corner-stone of the 
Indo-Aryan cultural edifi.ee. The Hindus believe 
that the Yedas are not the utterances of any 
person but are eternal and osve their authority to. 
no individual. They are' not inspired but expired, 
by God. These A^edas are divided into two 
sections, the Karmahanda and the dnanakanda, 
the former dealing with' the ritualistic and the> 
latter with the knowledge portion of the A^edas.. 
The latter section is also known as the A^edtiniii, 
the end of the Yedas or tlie goal or gist of the* 
Yedas. These are not mere speculations but the- 
record of the spiritual experiences of the race for 
centuries, actual realizations or supei’conscious- 
perceptions. 

Though we fiud A’edantit; t.hought .even iii! 
some of the earliest hymns of the Hig-A^eda, e./y. 
the Hasadiya Sukta, which forms as it w'ere the- 
basis of later Upanishads, yet there is no denying 
the ' fact that the Indo-Aryans in their earlier 
days in India were given more to rituals aud 
sacrifices. These were elaborated to such an. 
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.■extent by ibe Brabniauas, tlie priestly class, tiiat 
persons of rationalistic bent of mind revolted and 
(juestioned tlie very etiicaey of the sacrificial re- 
ligion, They engaged tliemscdves in metaphysi- 
cal x>robienis and arrived at diherent solutions of 
the world. The 'Vedantic thought that was in 
germ form was now developed nioi'e and -more, 

► and have the Upaniahads. This sihrit of. re- 
volt against ritualism was carried o.u mainly by 
•the Ksliatriyaa. The Jndo-Aryans w'ere very bold 
.thinkers and nothing was sacrilegious to them in 
their search after trutJi. Traces of oi)position 
• against the religion of the Ahnlas.are found in the 
Vedas themselves. Tliis tiilal wave oF rationalisni 
in its extreme form gave rise to sucli schools of 
thought as the Gharvaka^, which wei-e extremely 
iinateriaiistic and anti-religious. 

Ill the age inxinodiately preceding Bnddhti 
•and dining liis lifetime there avos a greai reli- 
gious and philosophical uidieuval in India. Froiu 
the Brahma jMa-Sutras ive learn that in his time 
'■ihei;e were as many as sixty-two different schools 
of philosophy in India. "We also learn from' 
Buddhistic literatui'e the names of a good nuinher 
■of teachers avIio ivere venerated in Aryavarta at 
vthe time — ^names like 'Ihirana Kasyapa, Katya- 
yaiia, -^lakkali Gosala, Kigantlui .il^athaputra, 
the founder of Jainism, and others. While tliese 
.'great souls represented Indian culture from an 
••anti-Vedic standpoint" there- Avere ' Uiany-f great 
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names tliat represented ike culture from tlie Irkdi-- 
tional standpoint — ^names tkat are still Tonerated' 
by Hindu religion and culture. 

Tke destructive criticism of oveiytking in tke< 
old system by tke Ckarvakas and others set Ike 
orthodox section to organize their belief on a 
more rationalistic ba.sis and rendei* it immune' 
against all suck criticism. This led to tke foniidu- 
tion of tke six systems of orthodox Hindu philo- 
sophy — orthodox^ in tke sense tkat they accepted* 
the authority of the Vedas in things transcenden- 
tal — ^wkile there vrere others who did not accept 
this authority and therefore were clubbed hetero-- 
dox, though otherwise they too were the outcome!- 
of IJpaniahadic thought. The acceptance of the^ 
authority of the Vedas by these orthodox schools, 
however, does uoi; mean that they n(!cepted them 
in tofo. Their allegiance to the Vedas varied' 
M'idely and often it was bo loose. Of the six 
orthodox schools, 'w/r. Tvyayn, Vaiseshika, 8‘anklfya, 
Yoga, Purva Mimamsa and Tlttara MimumsCi 
or' Vedanta, the last two are intimately con-- 
nocte'd with llie Vedas, whi(di is one of the reasons 
why they are not mentioned in the Taina and' 


^ Astika (orthodox) and Nastika (heterodox) had • 
nothJfeng to do with belief or non-belief in the existence 
of a God. Silnkhya and Mimamsa, which did not accept- 
an Iswara were yet regarded Astika (orthodox). 
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.Buddliislic litoriiiiirej while the others are men- 
rtioned . 

These six orthodox systems of thought deve- 
iloped side by side afc different mtellectiial centres, 
*of which there Avere a good number all over the 
-country even during the Ui)ainshadic i3eriod.' 
-Again in each system there Avere shades of 
diiierence. Thus for centuries philosoiDhic 
thought developed in India till at last it became 
“SO miAvieldy- that a regular systematization of 
each s'(‘hool of thought Avas found a great neces- 
sity. This led to the Sutra literature. 

Till!) SXJTllAS 

These systematic treatises were Avritten in 
•short aiDhorisms called Sutras, meaning clues, 
and were intended as memory-aids to long discus- 
•sions on any topic which the student had gone 
through . Avith his teacher or Guru. The thought 
was very much condensed, for much was taken 
for granted. Consequently the maximum of 
thought was compressed into these Sutras in as 
foAV Avords as possible. Madhwacharya . quotes 
from Padma Purana a definition of the Sutra in 
iiis commentary on the Brahma-Sntras, Avhich 
runs as follows : 

^ % II 
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'^‘People learned in Sutra literature say that a 
..‘Sntra should be ooucise and unambiguous, give 
’.the essence of the arguments on a topic but at the 
'Same time deal with all aspects of the question, 
fbe free from repetition and faultless.’’ Though 
this definition states what a Sutra ought to be, 
rin practice, however, the desire for brevity was 
•carried to such extremes that most part of the 
Sutra literature is now unintelligible, and** this is 
■j)articularly so with respect to. the Vedanta- 
.Siitras which has consequently given rise to 
sdivergent systems. 

There was Sutra literature in every branch 
-of Indo-Aryan knowledge which had become 
.cumbrous through centuries and required syste- 
matization. The authors of Sutras, as we see, 
.are not the founders of the thought or systems 
they propounded, but are mere systematizers of 
the thought developed on the subject by succes- 
sive generations of thinkers for centuries. The 
thought of these Sutras was much developed by 
later thinkers and even modified by them, 
though all of them disclaimed any originality 
in it, declaring that they were merely interpre- 
ting the Sutras. TJiis was - specially the case 
with respect tp the philosophical Sutras. All 
thesl subsequent thinkers belonged to one or 
other of the six systems and developed its tradi- 
tionary thought from generation to generation, 
rendering it more and more perfect, and more 
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rnid more .secure ag'uiust llie ever new criticisms- 
of rival scliools. Such ititerpretations of the- 
Sutras gave ri.se to variou.s kinds 6f literary writ- 
ings like Vakyas, Yi'itti.s, Karikas and Blxaskyas; 
e’acli of tliem being aiiore and more elaborate- 
tli^n tlie previous ones. 

THE nRAIl]klA-.SIJTnA.S . 

Tile Tjpanisluuls do not contain any ready- - 
made (iunsisteiit .system of tbouglit. At first 
•sight they seem to be ful] of contradictions. 
ITenco aro.se tlu* nec'essity of sy.stemati 2 iing the 
thonglit of the l"panishads. Badarayamij ttr 
whom the authorship of the Bralmia-Sutras or 
Yeclanta-Sutras is ascn-ibed, ivS not the only one 
who had tried to sy.steinatize the iihilos'ophy of 
the TJpanishads., Broni the Brahma-Sutras itself 
we find that there were other schools of Yedanta 
which had their own following*. find the 

names • of Audulomi, Kasakrit^na, Bddari, 
Tairaini, Karshnajiiii, '‘Aamaratliya and others 
mehti oiled. All this .shows that BadaiAyana’s 

Su(j*a.s do not constitute the only systematic work 
in the Yedautn school; though probably -the last 
and be.st. All the sects of India pow hold this 
woi'k to bo the great authority and every new^ect 
starts with a fresh commentary on it — ^without' 
which no sect can be founded in this country. 
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THE ACTHOIl AND HATE OE THE SIITEAS 

About Badarayuiia, tlie autkor of tlio Sutras, 
very little is known to-day. Tradition, liowevert 
identifies bim with Vyasa, tbe aiitkor of the Giti 
and the Muhabharata. Sankara, however, in his 
commentaries refers to Yyasa as the author of the 
Mahabharata, and the author of the Sutras he 
refers to as Bfidarayana. l^erhaps to. him these 
two personalities Avere difterent. His followers, 
Vfichaspati, Anandaguri and others identify 
Yyasa and Badar^yana, while Eamanuja and 
other commentators on the >Sutras attribute it to 
Yyasa. 

Deussen infers fi'om the cross references in 
the works of Taimini and Badarayana that they 
may have been combined by a later editoi' into 
one Avork, and provided ' Avitk the cross references. 
This combined work, he says, was commented upon 
by UpaA^arsha on whose A^ork the commentaries, 
of Sahara on the Puiwa Mimamsa and Sankara on 
the IJttara Mimamsa rest. Sankaju’s commen- 
tary on 3. 3, 53 gives support to this last view 
and it also explains the popular idea that the tAvo* 
Miinamsas form one Sastra. This combined work 
might well have been arranged by Yyasa, the 
author of the Mahfibharata, Or it may be that 
he had written them himself according to the 
vieAvs that were traditionally handed down as- 
Badarfiyana's. This latter vieAV easily accounts, 
for the reference to Badarayana by name in the 
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Sutras. That such a thiug was not uucommoii 
in ancient India is established by Colebrook on 
the authority of Indian commentators of Mann 
and y^jnavalkya.^ Max Muller also says that 
Badarayana and other similar names are simply 
eponymous heroes of different philosophies.^ 

In support of the view that the two persons 
are one it can he pointed out that there existed 
in the time of Panini vSutras known as Bhikehu- 
Sutras which are identified by Vachaspati with 
the Vedanta-Sutras. The subject-matter of the 
Ved^nta-Slitras being Brahman, thet knowledge 
of which is pre-eminently meant for Sannyasins, 
it might well be called Bhikshu-Sntras. Panini 
in his Sutras ascribes these Bhikshu-Sutras to 
Paifisarya, the son of Parasara, i.e., Veda-Yyhsa, 
who was also called Badarayana as he had his 
Ashrama at Badari in the Himalayas. That the 
Vedanta-Sutras and Purva Mimamsa-Sutras must 
have existed before P&nini can also, be inferred 
from the commentary on both of them by TJpa- 
varsha who is said to he the Guru of Panini in 
the Kath^-saritsagara, tho-ugh we must admit it 
cannot he conclusively ju'oved that the two ITpa- 
varshas are one and the same person. 

The identity of the Ved^nta-Suti'as and the 
Bhikshu-Sutras would no doubt fix the date of 

^ The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy (2922 Impression)^ 

p. 120 . 
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llie Sutras very early, before Budijlia, imd a 
<juestion may arise liow sucli an early work could 
bave referred to various other schools of philoso- 
phy of a much later date and refuted them. In 
this connection we must not forget that the 
author of the Sutras does not refer to any founder 
of the dih'erent schools by name. He even does 
not use the teclmical terms of the diiferent schools 
us they are known to us to-day. During that 
great philosophical ferment which followed at 
the close of the Upanishadic period A’arious meta- 
Ijhysical views were held which later develoi)ed 
in definite channels. Therefore the fact that 
Badarayana is acquainted with certain systems of 
thought which later came to be associated with 
•certain names does not show that Badarayana 
w'as later than these persons. These later names 
were by no inemis tbe original founders of these 
systems of thought, but only gave definite shaj^e 
to some i)articular thought that was found in that 
anass of philosophical speculations which existed 
in that period. Badar^ana could anticipate 
even the Buddhistic aud Jaina schools, for 
Buddha and Mah^vira also were not the found- 
•ers of any altog'ether new schools of philosophy 
but imbibed much of the thought current in the 
country at the time. There was no revolutionary 
departure in their philosophy, but it was their 
great personality that shaped the history of India 
te centuries. As regards Jaina thought we knoiw 
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definitely tlint it existed from even before tlie“ 
time of PArawanatli (8tli oi* 9tli century B. 0.)* 
In fact all these systems luiist have belonged to 
the same period of philosophical ferment which 
preceded the rise of Buddhism. Thus a writer of 
the Vedan ta-Sutras before Buddha may* well bo 
acquainted with the diifereiit Schools of, philo- 
sophy refuted in the 'I’arkapiida of that book^ 
though they might not have existed iu the form, 
in which we know them to-day or in the form in 
which they liave been refuted by Sankara. . 

. Moreover, that the Yedanta-Buii’as were- 
known to exist before Buddha can also be made- 
out from the Grita. The date of the Cxiia and the- 
original MahMiarata, of which the Gita is n 
part, can be fixed before the time of Buddha, 
Both of them are pr e-Bud dhistic, for they contniiv 
no refetenco to Buddha aud Buddhism. Quotur- 
tions from both are found in Bodhayana wdio' 
belongs to 400 B,(3. The language of the/ Gita- 
also vseems to belong to a period before Pauiui.. 
He is also conversant with the epic characters.. 
So we can well say that the Gita and the Maha- 
bharata were known before Buddha. Now we- 
find a clear reference to the Brahma-Sutras, in 
Gita 13.4, where the word ‘Brahma-Siitra-padaili” 
occurs. This is a definite reference to the- 
VecIanln-SulrOvS. The full text runs as follows: 
"‘This has been sung by tlie Bishis in various 
ways and in different metres and definitely anefi 
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logicaliy by tlie Avcmis ol; • tlie Bralmia-SiitraB/’ 
‘Tilak argues in his (Tita-liahusya Ihiit the first 
Sialf refers to teachings which are {liscoimected 
«.mcl unsystematic cuid therefore refers to the 
TJx^anishadSj white the later half to soiiiethiiig* 
dennite and logical — a dih!erenee that i's clearly 
brought out by this stanza and therefore refers to 
ihe systematized thought in the Vedautvi-Sutras, 
JMax Muller too is of opinion that the Yedanta 
Sutras ’belong to . an earlier period than ihe Gita^ 
jand in the text just quoted he finds a clear, ref er- 
<enee to the recognized title of Ihe Vedanta or 
Brahnia-Sutras.^ Indian commentators on the 
Gita like Hanianuja, Madhwa and others, identify 
ihe Vedania-Siitras in this i)assage of the Git§,. 

But if the Vedanta -Sutras be of an earlier 
date than tlie Gita, how could it contain refer- 
•eiices to the Gita? In. vSutrus 2.. 3. 45 and 4. 2. 21 
all the commentators quote ,the same text of the 
Gita, and there seems to be no doubt that they 
tfire right. These cross references show that the 
•author of the Gita had a .hand in the • jn’esent 
.recension of the vSutras. This is also made clear 
1>y the rejection of the foui-fold Vyuha of the 
Bhagavatas both by the Gita and the Sutras and 
ihe great predominance given to the 8S,iikhya 
«choo'l in both. The Gita accepts the’ Sankliya 

^ The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, p. 113. 
p 118. 



xii BRAHMA-SUTRAS 

view of creation but modifies it to some extent 
and makes the Pradhana subservient to the* 
Suimeme Brahman which is non-dual. In tho 
Tedanta-Sutras also the author refutes the* 
dualism of the S^nkhyas. Otherwise he has no 
objection to accepting the Pradh^na or Prakiviti 
as a principle dependant on the Supreme Lord 
(vide 1. 4. 2-3); Sankara in his Bhashya on these* 
Sutras makes tins quite clear, 

Prom what has been said above we find that- 
there are strong grounds for believing that the* 
y edanta-Sutriis nuist have existed before Buddha 
and that if Badarayana aud Yeda^Vyasa are not 
one and tlie saine person as tradition holds, the- 
latter must have had a . hand in the present, 
recension of the iStitras, thougli it is very difficult 
to say to what extent — ^whether it was by way of 
merely revising the original Sutras of Badar^- 
yana or writing them down in toto' after the- 
teachings oE Badarayana. 

COMMENTATORS ON THE UR AHM A- SUTRAS 

It has already been shown that the Brahina- 
Sulras of Badarayana soniehow gained jn'orni- 
nenec and popularity and as a result all the great 
Acliaryas have written commentaries on it. The 
oldest of the extant commentaries is by Sankara^ 
the exponent of Monism. A Vritti by IJpavarsha 
is mentioned by Sankara and Bhaskara and a 
Vritti by Bodh*ayniia is refezTed to and often. 
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quoted by Rtoamija in his Sri Bhashya. San- 
kara does not refer to Bodhayana. According to 
Vedanta Desika the two are one person. Unfor- 
tunately this work of Bodhayana is not available 
now. Bamanuja quotes also from the Uramicla 
Bhashya which evidently belongs to the Bhakti 
cult of Southern India. Sankara was followed 
by- a host of commentators on these Sutras — 
Yadava Prakasha, Bhaskara, Vijn^ina Bhiksliu, 
Ramanuja, Kilakantha, Sripati, Niinbarka^ 
Madhwa, Vallabha and Baladeva. There are even 
some recent commentaries, though of not much 
value. All these try to maintain that their 
system is the one that Badarayana propounded 
through his Sutras. 

At present, however, only five of these great 
commentators have a large following — Sankara, 
the exponent of Monism; Bto^nuja, the expo-' 
nent of Visisht^dvaita or qualified Monism; Nim- 
barka, the exponent of Bbedabhedavacla or the 
theory of difference and non-difference; Madhwa, 
the exponent of Dualism; and Vallahha, the ex- 
ponent of Snddhadvaitavada. All of these sys- 
tems seem to he based on the views of' one or 
other of the ancient Vedanta schools which we 
find Badarayana referring to in his Sutras. 

A question may be raised how the same work 
could have given rise to so many conflicting 
schools' of thought. The reasons are many. In 
the first place the brevity of the Sutras leaves 
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anuch to be ,supi)iied by the eoiiniieiitators, and in 
tile absence of an universally accepted unbroken 
tradition each is free to 'do this according to his 
•own preconceived ideas. Sometimes even without 
supplying anything the same Sutra is capable qf 
being interpreted cUiferently and even conveying 
•ipiite the opposite meaning {e^g. Sankara and 
Ramanuja on 3. 2. H) by the mere shifting, of 
the stops. Again, while there is a tradition 
which is accepted more or less by all as regards 
the arrangejoent into chapters and sections, thei'e 
.is no such acce]5ted tradition as regards the divi- 
'sion into Adhikaraiias (topics), nor is there any- 
thing authoritative to guide us as to which Sutras 
form the Rurvapaksha or the prima facie view 
and wliich give the Siddhanta or the author ^s 
view. So every one is free to divide the Sutras 
into topics according to his own choice and regard 
tally Sutras as giving the author’s view. Then 
ugain, the Sutras do not give any reference’ as' 
to whicli texts of the scriptures are being dis- 
cussed and as a result the commentator is free to 
select any texts from tliat vast repertory, so 
inucli so' that it often happens tliat different com- 
mentators see different topics discussed in the 
same set of Sutras. Added to all this is the 
(liHiculty that .'Hadarayana is often silent as re- 
gards his own decision and that on fundamental 
questions. He merely gives the views of different 
Vedaiitiiis and ends the topic {vide 1. 4. 20-22). 
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The five great commentators more or less 
:agree on certain points, esi3ecially where the 
author attacks the primnples of the iion-Yedaiitio 
uS(’hoO'ls. All of them agree that Brahman is the 
cause of this world and that knowledge of It 
leads to final emancipation which is the goal to 
he attained; also that Brahman can he known 
•?)iily through the scriptures and not through 
mere reasoning. But they dilfer amoirgat them- 
selves as to the nature of this Brahman, Its 
causality with respect to this .world, the relation 
of the individual soul to It and the condition of 
the soul in the state of release. 

Brahman according to Sankara is attribute- 
less, immutable. Pure Intel ligeuce.^ lawara 
siccording to him is a prodticd. of Maya — the 
highest reading of. the Nirguna Brahman hy the 
individualized sotil. The Avorld is a Yivarta or 
apitarent transformation Ihi'ough M^ya of the 
jS’irguna Brahman but' not in reality. The Jiva 
in reality is all-pervading and identical with 
Brahman, tliough us, individualized hy its Upadhi 
(adjunct), the internal 03*gan, it j'egards itself as 
atomic, as an agent, and as a part of the Lord. 
The knowers of the Nirguna Brahman attain It 
■directly and have not to go by '‘the i)ath of the 
gods^’. It is the knowers of the Saguna Brah- 
man that go by that path to Brahmaloka from 
where they do aiot return but attain Brahman at 
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the end of the cycle. Knowledge is the only 
means to Liberation. 

To Kamanuja and the other commentators* 
Brahman is not attribnteless bitt an essentially 
Personal tirod possessing infinite benign attri- 
butes. They hold that though personality as we* 
experience it in man is limited, it need not be- 
in variably connected with personality as SankaraA 
thinks, so as to contradict infinity. They do nob 
accept the Maya doctrine, for to them the world' 
is real, and so they accept that the world is pro- 
dinted from Brahman. Madhwa, however, accepts" 
It only as the efficient cause and not as the 
material cause also. The Jiva according to th^m 
is really atomic, an agent, and a part of the* 
Lord. The knower of Brahman goes by tlie path; 
of the gods to Brahmalolca where he attaiim 
Brahman and does not return to this mortal! 
world. They do not make any distinction of- 
higher and lower knowledge like Sankara.. 
Acco]*ding to them Bhakti is the chief means ta 
Liberation, and not Jnana. 

Tims to all of them Brahman, the world, and’ 
the souls are all realities. Bamamija integrate.^ 
the three into one organic whole and says that 
Brahman has for Its body the other two. Kihi- 
barka integrates the three by his Bhedabheda-- 
vada, i.e. the relation of the sentient and insen- 
tient world with Brahman is one of difference 
and non-difference. Madhwa, a. thorough-going:- 
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dualistj regards tliese tliree aa quite independent, 
eternal entities, tkougli Braknian is tke ruler of 
the otker two. To Yallablia tlie world and tke 
sonla are Brakinan Itself. They are real and 
their relation to Brahman is one of identity, m 
that of parts to a who-le.^ 

SAK-KAEA'S INTlSErEETATIOX OF THE SX^TEAS 

There is a strong opinion current amongst 
scholars to-day that whatever be the merit of 
Sankara's metaphysical doctrines considered by 
themselvfefe or even as doctrines elucidating the 
teachings of the IJpanishads, he is not faithful to 
Badarayana in his interpretation of the Sutras.. 
They hold that Badarayana was ignorant of a 
twofold Brahman and consequently of a twofold 
knowledge; that he was not aware of the doctrine- 
of Maya and so did not hold that the world was- 
xmreal, but that Brahman underwent a real 
change into this world -order; and that the Sutras- 
do not hold the view of absolute identity of 
the individual soul and Brahman. In short their 
view is that the system of Badarayana is a theistic. 
system which has more affinities with the systems- 
of Ramanuja and Niinbarka than with Sankara's? 

* For details, see the various Bhushyas on Sutras 1. 1. 2, 

1. 4. 23, 26, 2. 1. 26-28, 2. 3. 18-53, 3. 2, 11-30, 4. 2. 12-14,. 
and 4. 4. 1-7. 
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;]jure Nou-duuiisni. Tkis view is iiotliing new. 
J^haskara ai tlie beginning of liis commentary on 
the Sutras acc.uses Sankara of this very thing. But 
tat the same time we can also cite Sandilya, the 
author of the Bhakti-Sutras, who iix Sutra 30 . of 
.’his work refers to Batlarayana as a Monist, which 
shows that the view that Baclarayana was an 
Abhechivadin was x>i’evalent in ancient days, even 
as early as the Sutra period. 

It is not possible to deal with such a contro- 
versial subject iu a short Introduction like this. 
All tlie same, we shall take some salient points 
■connected with this discussion and try to see how 
far su(*h a criticism against Sankara is justified. 
Ai Ihc oiiiset, however, it is fair to admit- that at 
■places Sankara’s interpretations seem to be .far- 
fetched; but this is by no ineans a defect of his 
Bhashya alone but of all the other extant 
Bhashyas as well. Aloreoyer, in such a critical 
■study we shall not gain much if we follow the 
letter of the Sutras, missiiig the general vspirit of 
the work as a whole. It is possible to give a con- 
•sistent inierpreiation of the Siitras by following 
ihe letter of the Sutras and at the same time miss 
the general spirit of the work as a whole. 

■■“The iSruti texts give rise to a wrong view if they 
sare not, studied as one connected whole^’ — in other 
words the letter often kills the spirit. 
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Sutra 2 aims at a. Nirfjuua Hruhvi-an: 

To start witli, lot us take the definition of' 
Brahman gdren by Badarayana in Sutra 2, Sutra 
1 says that Brahman is to be inquired into, for the • 
knowledge of It leads to Moksha (Liberation), The 
next Sntra defines Brahman and so naturally we • 
liaye to understand that the Brahman the know-- 
ledge of which gives M.oksha is defined here. As 
such we get a Sag an a Brahman as the subject-- 
matter of the Sastra and not the Nirguna Brahman 
of Sankara which is Existence, Knowledge, Blivss . 
Absolute. So it appears that the author at the 
very beginning of the work precludes any chance ^ 
of Sankara's doctrine being read in his Sutras. 
But let us investigate into the matter a little and' 
see whether it is actually so. 

After the statement in Sutra 1 that Brahman 
is to be known, naturally the question about the 
nature of Brahman arises. The Sutrakara (apho-- 
rist) here anticipates an objection that Brahman 
cannot be defined at all. For whatever we cognize* 
in this world is limited and as such cannot be a 
characteristic of Brahman which is infinite- A 
limited thing cannot define an unlimited thing. 
ISfor can any characteristic which is absolutely 
beyond our experience, like Beality etc., define* 
Brahman, for it is only a well-known characteris- 
tic that defines a thing and distinguishes it from 
. other things. Again the scriptures cannot define 
Brahman, for being absolutely unique It cannot 
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•be expressed in speech. Thus in the absence o£ 
iiuy definition Brahman cannot be a thing worth 
iiKxuiring into and cannot serve any human pur- 
pose. To refute all such objections the Sutrakara 
defines Brahman in Sutra 2. Granted that the 
world we experience cannot define Brahman as 
feeing a quality of It or as being identical with It, 
yet the quality of being the (supposed) cause of 
the world may indicate It. “Birth etc.” men- 
;tioned in the Sutra define Brahman ‘pev accidens. 
Though they inhere in the world and do not per- 
Jtain to Brahman, the causality connected there- 
with i^eiiains to Brahman and therefore the defini- 
•tio]i holds good. This causality indicates Brahman 
•even as tlie snake indicates the ]'oi)e when we say 
:that that which is the snake is the rope, where the 
a‘ope is indicated by the snake owing to the illusory 
(jonnection between the two. This definition, 
therefore, actually aims at ’the Nirguna Brahman 
:and cannot he taken as- a definition of the Saguna 
Brahman.^ 

Again the Sutra refers to the Taittiriya text, 
“That from which these beings are born... That 
is Brahman” etc. (3.1) and the word Hhat* here 
refers to the Brahman defined as Existence, 
Knowledge, and Infinite in the immediately pre- 
ceding section, the Ananda Yalli. Therefore from 

* BhAraati and Ratnaprablia on Sankara’s comments on 
•Sutra 2. 
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this text itself we get at tlie real nature of 
Braliinan. 

Yet it may be questioned wliy tke autkor 
skould give an indirect definition of Braliinan in- 
stead of defining It in Its real nature as, “Exist- 
-ence, Knowledge, Bliss is Bralmian.” Tke answer 
is tkat tke autkor lias followed kere tke univer- 
sally acceiited prikciple of taking a student step 
by step from a lower to a kigker trutk, from a 
grosser to a subtler one. It is indeed by first 
pointing to tke end of tke branck of a tree tkat 
■one iDoiiits out tke moon to tke ckild. Similarly, 
first Brakman as tke Cause is distingnisked from 
tkis world of products, and finally by saying tkat 
from Bliss tkis universe is born, It is difierentia- 
ted from otker jirobable causes like atoms, tke 
Pradkana, etc. In tkis way finally Brakman’ s 
real nature as distingnisked from everytking 61se 
is described. Tke aspirant whose mind is turned 
away from the world of tke senses first comiire- 
kends Brakman as tke cause of tke world. 
Though in Itself as the Inner Self Brakman is 
immediate, yet we have tke idea tkat It is remote. 
Hence tke Sruti first teaches tkat Brakman is tke 
cause of tke world, and then to remove tkis false 
notion of remoteness it teaches that It is one with 
tke Inner Self. So long as tkis identity is not 
realized, It appears to be tke cause of tke world. 

Tkat Bliss which admits of no difference is 
Brakman we learn from tke Ckhandogya 
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T'pauiyliad. Biiurnan (Iiifimte) only is 

Tills Inflnile we must desire lo niiderstuud’ ^ 
(T.i^y.l). Wluit is this Infinite wkicK is oalledi 
Bliss? Tlie Upuniskad * exijlains : “Where one 
sees nothing' eLse, hears nothing' else, understands- 
nothing' else, that is Ihe Infinite. \Miere one sees, 
something' else, hears sointdhing' else, under- 
stands someth ing else, that is the finite. The 
Infinite is immortal, the finite is mortal” {UmL 
7.!;J4..L). This non-dual Bliss is the Infinite, tlu-v 
Brahman defined in Aiianda YalU as hixistenee, 
Knowledge, Infinite is Brahman, and from this all 
ci-eation si)rmg's — so understood Bhrigu, the son oi 
Varunii. 

Again the Taittii'iya text, “That from which 
all being's are born... Try to know that. That is- 
Brahman/’ aims at defining a non-dnal Brahman 
as Ihe only reality and does not define a Sagiina 
Brahman. It detines Brahman as the eiiicieut 
and also as the material cause of the universe, 
since It is the place of dissolution of the world,. 
Being the material cause of everything, It is the 
basic reality behind everything and this gives rise 
to the intuition that Brahman is non-dual and 
that everything else is unreal. Its being the 
efficient cause also establishes the fact that It is- 
non-dnal, as it precludes anything else being such 
an efficient caxise. Thus this definition, which is- 
but one, qualifies -per ncoulcm the non-dual Brah- 
man as both the efficient and material cause of 
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^he tini-verse. This material causality of Brahmaa 
wlxich is aon^clual, immutable Intelligence can- 
not be one of origination, as by iDrimeval atoinB. 
by whose combination something new is created;. 
• nor can it be one of modification, as of the Pra- 
dhlma of the Sankhyas. It is through Yivarta or 
apparent modification through IVIay^ or Kesoienoe 
that Brahman is transformed into this universe. 
This universe is therefore illusory/ That this is> 
in accordance with Badarayana\s view is made 
clear hy the fact that he uses the word ‘Sat’ as a 
characteristic epithet to denote Brahman,, which 
he would not have done if he had considered the 
divas and the world also real like Brahman {vide- 
Sutra 2.3. 9). The word ‘Sat’ here is interpreted 
by all commentators to denote Brahman. 

Thus we find that this definition is given by 
Baclarayana to indicate a Kii^una (attributeless) 
and Nirvisesha (absolute) Brahman and not a 
8aguna Brahman and he has selected a significant 
text from the wide range of scriptural texts for 
defining his Brahman. 

la Brahman the real or apparent cause of the 
world? 

IS’ow let us take up the Sutras about the 
causality of Brahman, viz. Sutras 1. 4. 23-27 and 
Sutra 2. 1. 14. Before that let us have a brief 


^ SiddhAntalesha, Brahma Lakshanavichiira. 
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summary of , the work up to 2. 1. 14. After cle- 
fiuiug’ Brahman in Sutra 2 the Sutrakara from 
1. 1. 5 to 1. 4. 13 and in 1. 4. 23*27 shows that all 
the scrij)tural texts teach that Brahman is both 
the efficient and the material cause of the uni- 
verse, refuting the SanJdiyas in 1. 1. 5-11 and in 
1. 4. 1-13. Sutras 1. 4, 14-22 refute the S^nkhyan 
objection that there are contradictions in the 
Sruti texts with respect to the Birst Cause. 
hinalJy Sutra 28 says that by what has been said 
against the SSnkhyas the others also are refuted. 
Sutras 2, 1. 1-3 reject the authority of the San- 
khya and Yoga Smritis as against the scriptures. 
Sutras 4-11 answer through j“ea,soning without the 
nid of texts the Sankhyan objection based on 
reasoning that Brahman, cannot be the material 
•cause of the world, for It and the world are of 
dijferent nature and as such the relation of cause 
•and efiect cannot exist between them. Sutra 12 
refutes the validity of reasoning in matters tran- 
scendental and thus refutes all schools which arrive 
at. their doctrines through reasoning, Sutra 13 
answers another objection of the Sankhyas that if 
Brahman be the material cause, then there would 
result non-distinction between enjoyer and things 
enjoyed, a fact established by experience. The 
’Sutra refutes it saying that such a difference can 
•exist in non-different things even as we have 
waves, foam, etc. in the sea and so the Yedantio 
•doctrine cannot be set aside on the ground of 
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<€Qntradictioii to our exi^erience. Now, duality and- 
non-duality cannot exist in one and tlie same 
cthing, for tKey are mutually contradictory. Tlie 
^example of tiie sea and tlie waves would be apt 
if Jlralmian bad aspects, but non-dual reality does 
not admit of sucb aspects. Moreover, Sutra 13 
bas not established the truth of the scriptural 
^statement, ‘'By the knowledge of the one every- 
thing' else is known” which was referred to 
in Sutra 1. 4. 23. To establish these two 

things Sutras 14-20 declare that the e:ffiects are in 
reality non-different from the cause, i,e. they have 
no existence apart from 'the cause. ^ Non-diifer- 
•ence here does not mean identity but that there is 
no difference,^ In other words the two, Brahman 
.and the world, have not the same grade of reality.'^ 
‘That is what is meant. If the AAnrld is something 
'diifferent from J3rahman it would contradict such 
:Srufi texts as, “All this was but the Self” (Brih. 
1. 4. 1-, 1. 4. 17). Again if the world is real, it 
■would ooi]tradi(;t texts like, “There is nothing 
whatsoever here” (Brih. 4. 4. 19). Therefore the 
world is non-differeiit from Brahman. But iden- 
tity is not what is nre<ant by non-difference,' for 
“this is impossible between the world and Brahman, 
'ilhey being mutually different in nature. Hence 


^ Sankara on Sutra 14. > 

^ BhAraati on Sutra 14. 

SiddhAntalesha, BrahmakAranatvavichAra. 
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n()n-clii^!ereiice means that it has no existence apai>b 
from Brahman, it clift'ereiiee. The 

denial of identity, however, does not es-hahlish 
the difference of the world and Brahman, hut 
establishes the apparent identity or the illusory 
nature of the world, even as the illusory snake is 
seen in the rope. This is what the Chhandogya 
text 6. 1. 4 tries to teach. Thus only by the' 
knowledge of one thing* can everythiirg* be known, 
on any other assumption it would be impossible' 
to establish it. The non-diltei’ence of the world 
from Brahman being established, the question 
naturally aristas that Bralirnan would then be res- 
ponsible for crealing evil for the Jiva which is 
one with It. Thi.s is answered in Suirius 2. 1, 
21-23. Sutras ^4-25 show how Bralmian, though 
destitute of materials and mstruments, yet is the 
cause of the world even as milk turns into curds 
without any extraneous help. The example cited 
raises a fresh objection in Sutra .20 that Brahman 
cannot at the same time he both immutable and 
be transformed iirto the world. Against this 
Sutra 27j, says that the Siuti states both these 
views and so they have to be accepted, as the 
Sruti is the only authority with respect to^ 
Brahman. As to how these two views are to be 
reconciled, Sutra 28 says that even as' in the in- 
dividual soul diverse creation exists in the dream 
state without marring its indivisibility, ,so also- 
this woidd springs from Brahman. This example* 
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Twliich is cited is very significant as it shows that 
JBadarayaua was quite familiar with Mayavada — 
that he considered this world nnreal in a higher 
.sense even as the dream world is M^ya (3. 2- 3). 
These two 8ntras together with Sutras 2. 3. 60 
and 3. 2. 18 shoAv that he viewed the world as 
nnreal. The snhseqnent SutrcvS establish that 
Brahman through Maya possesses all powers 
necessary for creation and so on. 

In the above summary we find how logically 
■land consistently Sankara has interpreted the 
Sutras which leaves no room for disputes as. to 
W7hat B^clarayana meant in these Sutras. 

Thus in the whole of Chapter I and Section 1 
nf Chapter II Badarayana establishes the efiicient 
.and material causality of Brahman and in this 
’his opponents are primarily the S^nkhyas who 
•deny Its material cansality. As they also quote 
The scrii)tures often in their support, they are the 
ioremost opponents in Badarayana’s view. He 
^disposes of others hy saying that they too are 
I'efuted hy these arguments. Sanlcara also, as 
jshown above, has in Ch. I, Sec. 4- and Ch. II, 
Sec. 1 consistently interpreted the Sntras as 
directed against the Sankhyas or as answering 
Their objections. 

Some critics of Sankara, however, think that 
the reasoning employed by the aphorist against 
'The Sankhyas in -Sutras 4-11 of Ch. II, Sec 1, 
•especially Sutra 6, would be hardly appropriate 
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from Sankara's point of Yiew, for according- to 
kim tlie world springs not from Brnkman aa In- 
telligence, but ill so far as It is ussoeiatetl with 
Maya. Similarly Sutra 24 which says that 
Brahman tranaforms Itvself into the^ world like 
milk would he ina\)propriate if the w^orld were 
unreal; Sutra 1. 4, 211 where Brahman is said to 
be the material and efftcient cause of the world 
does not say that Bi’ahniah is the material cause 
through Maya; on the other hand Sutra 1. 4. 
uses the word ‘Barhiamfit' to show how Brahman 
is changed into the world. 

This criticism does not seem to he relevant. 
In Sutras 2. 1. 4-11 the vSaukhyas' objection 
against the Vedantic doctrine of the material 
causality of Brahman is answered. Here the* 
author is concerned only with establishing Brah- 
man as the material cause and thus refuting the 
dualism of the SaukhyavS who posit an indepen- 
dent princii)le, the rradhana, as the Hirst Cause, 
and not with the true nature of this causality, 
TTp to Sutra 13 he refutes the objection from the- 
SSnkhyas’ own realistic standpomt. His pwn 
view as to the true signidcance of the causality 
is established in 8iitra 14. It is * not trme that 
tSankara holds that 'Brahman as Pure Intelligence 
is not the material cause, but only as endowed 
with Maya, Brahman or Pure Intelligence at^ 
such is the material cause of the 'world as Sutra? 
1, 4. 23 says. But because, of this, we cannot 
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exxject tile effect, tlie world, to be similar to the 
cause in all respects. Tiiis is made clear by 
Sankara in bis commentary on Sutra ' 2 . 1. 6 
where be says that they cannot be similar in all 
respects, for if tbey were, tben there would be 
nothing like cause and effect, nor would they be 
called by, different names. What is essential for 
establishing the relation of cause and effect is 
that some qualities of tbe cause must be found in 
the effect also, and this is satisfied in the case of 
Brahman and the world. Everything in this 
world exists and this quality is obtained from 
Brahman which is existence; everything is al^o 
illumined by Intelligence which is Brahman. So 
Sutra 1. 4, 23 which says that Brahman as In- 
telligence is the cause is not contradicted accord- 
ing to Sankara’s view. This Sutra further says, 
“This view not contradicting the proposition and 
illustration cited in Chh. 6. 1. 4.” In what 
sense the material causality of Brahman as In- 
telligence does not contradict this enunciation,, is 
shown by the aphorist in 2, 1. 14. Erom these 
Sutras Sankara says that both Brahman and 
May^ are the cause of the world. Brahman 
through Vivarta, and Maya through Parinama; 
and* the qualities of botli are found in the effect, 
the world, as we gather from our cognition of a 
pot, 'The pot exists,^ ‘The pot is inert’ where 'as 
existence the pot is indentical with Brahman 
which is existence itself, and as inert it is identical 
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wiili Maya wliicli is inert. Every tMng in tliis 
world lias five elements in its make-np viz. 
Asti, Bliati, Priya, Nania, and liupa, tlie former, 
three have Brahman for its material cause corres- 
ponding* to the three factors, Existence, Intelli- 
;gence and Bliss, and the last two consist of Maya 
and are unreal. No doubt the aphoris^ takes the 
Parinania view as a ivorkable basis in refuting 
the Sankhyas. But we have already said that it 
is a well established principle of Indian teachers 
i 0 lake the aspirant step by etep to the final truth . 
ItSo Badarayana, by taking the Parinama view- 
point in his earlier Sutras whei’e Brahman is re- 
ferred to as the CaiHse and establishing Yivarta 
in 2. 1. 14, has only followed this universally 
accepted method. , That the author is not for 
Parinamavada is made clear by him in Sutras 
26-28. Sutra 28 clearly establishes the unreality 
of the world, * it being' illusory like the dream 
world. 

Coming to Ramunuja’s commentary we find 
that he is not so logical or consistent as Sankara. 
According to him Brahman has for Its body the 
entire universe with all its sentient and insen- 
tient beings in all Its states. When the souls 
and matter are in the subtle state, Brahman -is in 
the causal condition and ‘when they are in the 
gross state It is in the effect state. The effect, 
t.e, the world, is thus seen to be non-different 
from the cause, f.e. the Supreme Brahman (vide 
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Sri Bliasliya Sutras 1. 4. 27 and 2. 1. 15). Badara- 
yana does not seem to hold this view, for nowhere 
does he say that Brahman has for Its body 
the souls and matter. Even if 2. 3. 43 should 
mean that the souls are the body of Brahman, 
thei’e is no similar Sutra to show that matter too 
is Its body. Moreover, .if Brahman is the 
material cause of the world through Its insentient 
part only, as the above view leads to, then Sutra 
1. 4. 23 which says ‘that Brahman as Intelli- 
geoce is the material cause would be contradicted 
.and Sutras 2. 1. 26-28 also would be useless, for 
the question of the whole of Brahman passing 
over into the world does not arise at all. Nor 
• can the relation of cause and ehect exist between 
Brahman in the cauvsal and the effect state for it 
is the same Brahman in either case. Even if 
■vsuch a relationship be granted, it would make 
.'Sutras 2. 1. 4-0 meaningless, for there can be no 
difl'erence of nature in Brahman in the two states 
as between Brahman and the world — ^the sentient 
.and the insentient. Btoanuja directs Sutra 14 
against the Yaiseshikas, but tve do not find the 
author making anybody els,e but the Sankhyas 
the opponents. The rest he disposes of hy saying 
that the arguments against the Sankhyas refute 
‘Others also {vide 1. 4. 28 and 2. 1. 12). The in- 
terpretation of Sutra 2. 1. 28 by Bfimanuja is 
very far-fetched. His explanation that because 
things possess different qualities owing to the 
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difference iu their essential nature, Brahman 
which is uniciue can possess qualities beyond our 
experience, is not to the point, while Sanhara’s 
interpretation is very happy as it gives us an 
idea as to how it is possible for Brahman to create 
the world and yet remain immutable. Moreover, 
Ramanuja has not explained in Sutras 5^0-28 the 
contradiction in the vSruti texts, while Sankara’s, 
interpretation reconciles the contradiction through 
reasoning, and such reasoning as is not against 
the Sruti texts is quite acceptable to all Vedaii- 
tins; in fact that is what that author proposes to' 
do in this ITttara-Mimamsa work of his. 

Coming to Niinharka, his line of: argument on 
these Sutras relating to the causality of' Brahinaiu 
is to establish the Bhedabheda doctrine. Sutra 
2. 1. 13 he interprets first like Sankara. But in 
Sutra 14 the word he interprets as 

‘not absolutely different.’ That 
is, the effect is not absolutely different from 
the cause : it has no separate existence from 
Brahman. Thus from Sutra 13 which says that 
Brahman and the diva are different, Sutras 4-6' 
which say that the insentient world is different 
from It and Sutra 14 which says that they have- 
no separate existence apoxt from Brahman, Nim- 
harka concludes that between Brahman and the- 
sentient and insentient world there is difference as- 
well a.s non-difference. But such a thing in one and 
the same entity is impossible. The Chhandogya 
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text says that tlie day alone is real and nofe 
tke things made of clay, for they are mere names, 
unreal. Take for example a clay pot; when we- 
cognize it as a pot we are not consciotis of its be- 
ing clay and when we cognize it as clay we miss* 
the pot, though both these aspects are inherent in 
it. So we have to eoncUule that its nature is 
illusory, for it is not cognized as what it is. That 
which is non-dilferent from a thing and* yet 
appears to be different and which depends upon 
the non- difference for its existence cannot bnt be- 
illusory. So between the pot and the clay, the' 
latter alone is real and not the pot. Similar is the* 
case with Brahman and the world. Brahman- 
alone is real and the world is unreal. “When all 
this is but the vSelf, how could one see another?”' 
(Brih. 2. 4. 14). Ohhanclogya 0, 10 calls one who 
sees variety as false-nimded and the one who sees- 
unity as true-minded. But to people who are in 
ignorance both difference and non-difference seem 
to be real, the nnity being understood througlr 
the scriptures and variety through direct percep-^ 
tion. This is only a relative or Vyavah^rika* 
state. The truth is unity. Therefore Nimbarka^s* 
.view cannot be correct. 

Does 'Bddardyana accept the Pdnchardtm view? 

In Section 2 of Chapter II the author takes- 
the offensive. So long he -was on the defensive. 
In the whole of this section he refutes through 
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j'ea>soiung alone, witliout recourse to tlie Sriiti 
texts, tlie various schools oi; philosoi)liy of the 
time, In this section he refutes those schools of 
thought tliat were reg*ar<letl by the orthodox sec- 
tion as outside the si)here of the Vedas. We have 
enough references in ancient works like the Maha- 
bharata and some of the Puraiias that all these 
rscliools refuted in Section 2 by the author were so 
regarded. The Siva Mahinma Stotra contains the 
verse which shows 

that Sankhya, Voga, Pasupala and Vaishnava 
(whi(di includes Paiatiaratra) schools of thought 
were regarded us dilferent from spjt or the 
Vedic religion with *its two braiK'hes, Karma- 
J?anda and Jnanakunda. Moreover, we find that 
in many works 'of the Paiicharatra school the 
Vedas are held in coutemi^t. Sankara himself 
^quotes such a text. The scholiasts Gtovindananda 
:an(i Anandagiri also quote similar texts. -There- 
fore they must have been definitely regarded by 
the ancients as .outside the pale of the Vedas and 
we cannot reasonably expect Padarayana to have 
:accepted their view as his final conclusion in 
work meant to systematize the' orthodox thought 
uf the Upanishads, Of course, to that portion 
whi(di does not contradict the Vedas he has no 
‘ob;je(’tio(n; nor has Sankara, as he has made it 
•clear in his Bhashya on Sutras 42 and 43. Raina- 
aiuja, however, sees in Sutras 44 and 45 the 
.acceptance of the Pancharatra doctrine by a 
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refutation of the objections raised against it in 
Sutras 42-43. But his interpretations are* 
stretched. vSutra 45 he twists to mean, “And' 
because the creation of the soul is c(»ntradicted’ 
by this Sastra”, saying thereby that the question 
raised in Sutra 42 as to the creation of the soul 
does not arise at all, us this school does not hold' 
the view. The way in which this Sutra is stretch-- 
ed by Ramanuja can easily be seen by comparing 
it with Sutra 10 where Badarayana uses the same- 
wording, “And on account of contradiction,’" etc. 
to mean that contradiction in the Sanlchya system 
makes it unacceptable to the wise. This serins to- 
be the Sutrakaxa’s view here also. Br. Thibaut 
thinks, “It would not be unnatural proceeding to 
close the l)olemical section with a defence of that 
doctrine which in sjjiie of objections has to be 
viewed as the true one,” But {hat being the pur- 
pose of the whole work itself, we cannot reasonably 
think that the author establishes his doctrine in 
“these two Sutras. Moreover, no other commenta- 
tor sees the a,c(‘eptance of the Pancharatra doc- 
trine in this topic. Vallabha follows Saniya ra. 
ISTimbarka sees the refutation of Baktivada in the' 
topic. He is therefore consistent in that he 
regards- the whole of >Section 2 as being devoted to- 
a refutation of views ^not 'acceptable to the author . 
He accepts the Pancharatra system and so he- 
finds some other subject in this topic, though on 
this account his interpi’etation is not happy. Bixt 



JiXXVl 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


if Vyasa liad iniy liand in lliis work aa already 
"filiown, ■ then Ave cannot bnt see the refutation of 
the Paneharatra system in these »Sutras, for we 
find that he does not acee^jt this doctrine even in 
ills QiiL 

The Jiwi’s real nature: 

jI^ow we come to iSntras 2. S. l(j-53 which deal 
with the nature of the son] and its relation to 
Brahman. All except Sankara interpret these 
'Sutras to mean that the soul is atomic, an agent, 

;and a part of the Lord. Sankara alone says that 
the atomicity, agency, and being a part are not 
the diva’s real nulnre, bnt its nature as a Sani- 
•sarin (transmigrating entity) and that in reality it { 

hs all-pervasive and identical wiih Brahman. 

The author defines Brahman as the cause etc. | 

of this world of sentient and insentient things in J 

Sutra 2, referring to the Taittiriya text, “That { 

-out of Avhich all these (!reatures are horn^^ etc. f 

(3. 1). It is clear, tlierefore, that the world of - 
•sentient and insentient things has fiprnng from i 

Brahman. Hence the divas too have sxrrnng from | 

'the Lord. But in vSuira- 17 the anthtir says that .| 

the individual soul is not produced. Thus he con- ' I 
tradicts his definition and also the enunciation of | 

the scriptures that “by 'the^ knowledge of one ,1 

thing everything else is known^^ (Chh. 6. 1). '.'t 

'The Sutrakara at every place tnakes this ennncia- / 

Hon the corner-stone of his argument. So we ; 
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Slave to reconcile it and tlie aTitTaor\s definition of 
Brahman with his statement in Sutra 17 which 
flrives us to the conclusion that the diva as such, 
as a . Samsarin, is an effect, but in its real nature 
at is eternal and identical with Brahman. That 
the nature of the diva as we experience it is 
unreal is made clear by him in vSutra 16. What 
originates is its connection with its adjuncts, gross 
and subtle, which is unreal. Brom this stand- 
point it is also clear why the author treats the 
question of tlie Jiva’s nature and its relation to 
Brahman in this section which reconciles contra- 
dictions in the Sruti texts with resiiect. to creation. 
There are different statements about the nature of 
the diva also and these he reconciles in this sec- 
tion, showing thereby that in its real nature it is 
not created and is identical with Brahman, but as 
a Samsarin it is an effect, atomic, an agent, and 
a part of Brahman. Even as Iswara- or Brahman 
limited by Kescience is not eternal, so is the diva 
limited by the body, mind, .etc. not eternal but 
in its true nature it is eternal. Bereft of their 
Upadhis both are Pure Intelligence and identical. ( 
That is why the Taittiriya IJpanishad after say- 
ing, “Existence, Knowledge, Infinite is Brah- 
man’^ (2. 1) says, ''Eroin That verily — from this* 
Self — is the ether born'^ etc. (2. 1), thus identify- 
ing the self as bereft of all its IJpMhis with 
Brahman, Taittiriya 2. I, and 3. 1 cited by the 
Sutraikto in his definition of Brahman all refer 
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to the. same Pure Intelligence. Thus the one 
‘Existence, Knowledge, Infinite’ which is Pure' 
Intelligence, refiectecl in Nescience is Iswara, 
and reflected in the Antahlcarana (internal organ) 
is the Jiva, which is borne out by the iscriptnral 
statement, “This Jiru has the effect for the 
adjunct and Iswara has the catise for the adjunct” 
(Sukharahasya Up. 2. 12). This seems to be the- 
true view-point whii'h has guided the aphorist in 
framing the >Sutras of Section 3, Chapter XI and 
in which sense SankuKi also has interpreted them. 
The enixnciafcion also is not contradicted accord- 
ing to this interpretation. 

Ac(‘ording to Bainanuja the souls are really 
effects of Brahman but have existed in It from all 
eternity as a mode or Prahara of Bralinum. Bo 
also have the elements. Yet the latter are said 
to originate, as at the time of creation they 
undergo an essential change of nature. But the 
souls do not undergo such a change, they are 
always cognizing agents, but at the time of 
cj’eation there is an expansion of their intelli- 
gence and in this sense alone, i.e. in the »sense 
that there is no essential change in their nature 
at creation, are the souls said to be not created 
{mde Sri Bbtisliya 2. 3. IS) while the elements 
which undergo change in their essential nature 
are said to be created. Bfldaruyaua nowhere- 
says that tlie souls and Prahrifi which form the 
body of Brahman are Its effects; nor does he 
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aBywiiere declare suoii a diiference between the 
souls and the elements. Again, according' to E;aina>- 
nnja Brahman means not pure Being* but as 
qualified by* the souls and matter for Its body. 
This very conception of Brahman establishes that 
the relation between the souls aud Brahman is as 
between a quality and the thing qualified and 
^■onsequeutly 3. ‘3. 43 is redundant if the word 
‘part’ there should be interpreted to convey this- 
idea, 

Ramanuja sees a refutation of Advaitu in 
8utras 50-53. ThivS does not seem to' be intelli- 
gible at all, for the Advaitins do not say that the- 
Jiva is all-pervading in its relative state. It is 
80 in the state of release. Sankara makes it cleai” 
that the Jiva as such is limited and subject to- 
injunctions and prohibitions, through its connec- 
tion with a gross body (2. 3. 48), and that even 
after the gross body falls, on account of its finer 
Ilpadbis, the Antahknrana etc. wliich accompany 
it even after death (4. 2. .1-6), it still continues 
to be individualized (2. 3. 30), aud so there is no- 
confusion in fruits of actions done in the gros.s 
body (2. 3, 49 and 50). It is only when this 
TJp^dhi also, which being something created and 
not eternal {vide 2. 4) and therefore liable to des- 
truction,, is rent asunder, tliat the Jiva attains, 
its real nature and is all-pervading. As such, 
Ilam^uiija’s refutation of Advaita falls flat. 
Sankara’s interpretation of these Sutras on the 
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otlier liand is liappy. The Siitrakara, haviiit^ 
established that the Jiya in its relative state is 
atomic and an agent but in reality all-pervading, 
refutes the view of those who hold that the divas 
are many and all-pervading in their relative 
state itself, ifimbarka and Vallabha also see the 
same subject in this toioic which shows that 
Raindnuja^s attemx)t to refute Advaita is far- 
fetched and not at all what the Sutrakdra (apho- 
rist) means. 

ISTimbdrkjfc too regards the divas and Prakriti 
as effects of Brahman ; but -while matter under- 
goes further modification after creation, the souls 
do not and in this sense the soul is said to b(^ 
eternal by him also. Such a view stands refuted 
by the same arguments as are applied against 
Bto^nnja’s view. Coming to Sutra 43 which 
says the diva is different as well as non~different 
from Brahman, it has already been shown by 
Sankara in 2 . X. 14 that such a thing is not 
possible in the same entity and that non-difference 
alone is real. 

Let us now conclude this topic hy consider- 
ing the reasonableness or otherwise of taking 
Sutras 19-28 as the decisive view of the author. 
According to this view the soul is atomic, for the 
Sruti declares it to be so (Mu. 3. 1. 9) and other 
texts mention its passing out of the body, going 
to heaven, etc. But then the Sruti also describes 
the vSupreme Self as atomic in texts like, 
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"'SSmiiliev iliun a grain of barley” etc. (Clili. 3. 
14, 3). So boAv can Ive say Ibut the Jiva alone is 
iifoiniti and not the Lord? It may be said that 
texts say that Brahman is all-pervadiiig. “All- 
pervading like the ether and elerntil” etc.; 
“Greater than the sky, greater than heaven” etc. 
Btit then the Srnti texts describe the sonl also as 
all-])ervading : “He is indeed the great unborn 
Self” (Brill. 4. 4. 22); ‘Must as when a pot is 
-carried, the pot alone is carried, not the ether 
inside it, even so is the Jiva compared to the 
^ether,” which expressly says it is all-pervading. 
IS'or will it serve any puri3ose to say that Brah^ 
man, being the material cause of the world, nmst 
he all-pervasive, for even the atomic Jiva- creates 
•several bodies (Kayayyiiha) and rules them and 
•so Brahman though the material cause can yet 
he atomic. So neither hy the Sruti texts nor hy 
reasoning can the differentiation of Brahman and 
the Jiva as all-pervasive and atomic he justified. 
But according to Advaita there is no disparity in 
its reasoning in the, two cases. Brahman due to 
IJpddhi ‘(adjunct) appears atomic but in reality 
It is all-pervasive. So also is the Jiva in its 
Teal nature all-pervading and therefore identical 
with Brahman, though it appears to he atomic, 
an agent and so on owing to its limiting adjunct, 
the Antahkarana ; The xDrimary texts say that 
Brahman and the Jiva in its real nature are all- 
^iervading„ The texts which speak of atomicity etc. 
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are of a secondary import and so have to be- 
explained otherwise/ 

Is BraUmcm %oiih or loithout attributes: 

Now let ns take np the Sutras in Chapter 
III, Section 2, where Bhdarayana describes the 
nature of Brahman. Sutras 11-21 according to- 
Sankara deal with the reconciliation of texta 
which describe Brahman both as attributeless and 
as possessing attributes and mean that even from 
difference of place a twofold characteristic cannot 
be predicated of Brahman, because the scriptures, 
teach throughout .that Brahman is without attri- 
butes (11). If it be said that such difference is- 
taught by the scriptures we deny it, becanse with 
respect to each form the Sruti declares jixst the- 
opposite of that. The Sruti explains at every ins- 
tance that the form is not true and that behind 
all TJpadhis there is one formless principle {vide 
Brih. 2. 5. 1) (12). Moreover, some teach thns 
'{Vide Katha. 4, 11) (13). Verdly Brahman is’ 
formless, for that is the purport of the texts (14)'. 
And as formless light takes form, so does Brah- 
man take form in connection T^ith ITphdhis which 
serve the purpose of Uphsanh (meditation) (15). 
It is Pure /Intelligence (lb). The Sruti and 
Smriti teach that It is attributeless (17). There- 
fore we have with respect to Brahman comparisona 


* SiddhAtitalesha, Jivanutvavichfira. 
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like tile imag*es of tlie sun. The forms are mere 
reflections, they are not real (18). 

Bto^nuja and ISTimbarka on the other hand 
iSee quite a diflerent subject discussed in these 
Sutras. The topic is not whether Urahman is 
nttributeless or possesses attributes, but whether* 
It is polluted by imperfections owing* to Its being 
inside everything as the Inner Buler, even as the 
<soui being embodied is subject to imperfections 
due to its states of waking, dreain, and dreamless 
!sieep described in Sutras 1-10. Therefore accord- 
ing to B^m^nuja the Sutras anean that even on 
.account of place such as matter and soul there is 
not the possibility of the Supreane Lord being 
•contaminated by ianperfections, since everywhere 
in the scriptures Brahman is described as having 
;a twofold (haracteristic, viz. freedom from iiuper- 
feciions and jaossessiug all blessed qualities (11). 
If it be said that since the soul also by nature 
jjos.sesses according to Chh. 8. 7 tbe twofold 
♦characteristic of Brahman and yet is subject to 
imperfections due to its connection with a body, 
the Inner Buler will likewise be subject to such 
•conditions owing to its connection with bodies, wc 
deny it, for the Sruti at every place denies it by 
-saying that Brahman is immortal and therefore 
free from iuiperfeetioiis (vide Brih, 3, 7. 3 — ^22). 
The imperfections in the soul are due to Karma 
•and the Lord who is not subject to it is therefore 
free from such imperfections (12). Brahman tan 
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be said to have no form, as It is the originator of 
name and form and therefore is not subject to 
E^arma like the souls which being embodied are 
subject to it (14). To an objection that the 
dih'erentiated form of Brahman is false, Sutra 15 
answers thus: Even as on account of texts like^ 
“Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinite” we 
have to accept that intelligence constitutes the 
essential nature of Brahman, so also we have to 
admit that It possesses a twofold characteristic, 
ss otherwise such texts become meaningless (15). 
And the texts say that much only, i.e, that Bi’ah- 
nian has intelligence for its essential nature, and 
does not negative the other attributes of Brahman 
(10), The Sruti and Hrariti state thus (17). For 
this very reason are comparisons such as reflected 
images of the sun. Brahman, although abiding 
in manifold, places, ever possesses the twofold 
characteristic and is not contaminated even as the 
sun reflected in dirty water is not polluted (18). 

Kimbarka also iiiore or less follows BAma- 
nuja’s interpretation as regards Sutras 11-14. 
Sutras 15 and 16 be interprets in a different way, 
and sees in them an argument for establishing the 
authority of the Sruti as absolute in the matter 
discussed in 11-14. Sutras 17-21 he interprets- 
like R§,m0.nnja, though he reads 21 as a separate 
Sutra and not as a part of 20 as B&m&nuja doe$. 

A glance through these three commentaries 
on these Sutras convinces one of the superiority 
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and reasonableness and also o£ tbe logical con- 
sistency of Sankara’s interpretation. Moreover,, 
it bas the merit of dealing with the solution of* 
an important doubt that arises in the mind of 
even a casual reader of the TTpanishadsj viz. as> 
to the nature of Brahman — ^whether it is qualir 
fied or non-qualified J for the Sruti texts seem to- 
support both views though they are contradictory. 
Ramanuja and JS'imbarka ignore such an impor- 
tant subject and see a less important' subject dis- 
cussed in these Sutras. Secondly, they fail to* 
bring out the force of the words of the, Sutras in 
bold relief as Sankara does, e.g, Hwofold charac- 
teristic’ of Sutra 11 which refers to contradictor y 
qualities in Sankara, but not so in the other two. 
They therefore seem to overlook what is actually 
taught in the Sutras and bring in a .subject- 
matter not meant by the aphorist. "We shall be 
doing an injustice to Badarayana to think with 
Ramanuja and Nimbarka that he had omitted to 
discuss such an important subject in his work 
meant to systematize the teachings of the TJpani- 
shads. !No doubt Ramanuja broaches this subject 
in Sutras 15 and 16 and says that both these 
views are to be accepted; but his interpretation 
of Sutra 16 is indeed stretched and cannot bp 
accepted, while ISFimbarka does not discuss the 
subject at all. We cannot think with Rtoiinuja 
that BS-darSyana disposed of srich an impQi?tant 
subject in one or two Sutras in a topic which 
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deals with, quite a (liffereut subject-matter aud 
*of less importance. E-aiu4nuja’s introducing this 
subject in Suti*as 15 and 16 is against the spirit 
of tlxe Adbikarana (topic) even according to bis 
<Jwn interpretation. * It is soinetbing wbiob be 
forcibly inti'oduces out of all relation to tbe con- 
text, as anybody can easily see. 

In fact according to tbeir interpretation of 
tbis Adbikarana tbe whole of it looks redundant 
.after wbat has been stated by them in 2. 1. 16. 
Finally tbe simile of tbe reflections of tbe sun is 
happier according'- to Sankara^s interpretation 
than according to that of the other two and tbe 
text cited by Btoanuja in Sutra 18 bolds good 
, according to Sankara’s view also and more aptly. 

Sutras 22-30 Sanlrara takes as a separate 
topic and interprets 22 to 24 as follows : Wbat 
has been mentioned up to tbis {i,e: tbe two forms 
of Brahman mentioned in Brib. 2^ 3. 1) is denied 
by tbe words '^Not tbis, not this'' (Brib. 2- 3. 6) 
and' tbe Sruti says something more than that 
afterwards. It does not deny Brahman but Its 
■forms mentioned earlier, tbeir transcendental 
reality (22). Tbe objection that Brahman ie 
denied because It is not exj)erienoed is not rea- 
sonable, for tbe Sruti says that Brahman exists, 
though It is not manifest on .account of ignor- 
ance (23). And moreover It is realized in perfect 
meditation, so say tbe Sruti and Smriti (24). 
Therefore tbe Jiva becomes one with tbe Infi.nite 
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•when . Knowledge dawns, for tlms i]a,e scripture 
indicates (20). In tke next two Sutras an objec- 
tion is. raised against Sutras 25 and 26. But on 
^account of botb difference and non-difference 
being taugbt by tbe Sruti, tbe relation between 
tbein is as between the serpent and its coil (27), 
^or like that between light and its orb (28). Sutra 
:29 refutes this view and says : Or the relation 
is as given befoi-e in, Sutras 25-26. And on 
; account of the denial of everything else besides 
Brahman by the Sruti texts (30). 

E.S.nianuja continues the previous topic up to 
i26. Sutras 22-26 according to him mean : The 
text (Brih. 2. 3. 6) denies the previously men- 
tioned that inuchiiesfi and says more than that. 
The two forms of Brahman (Brih. 2. 3, 1) do not 
^exhaust Its attributes, for the text states further 
‘qualities after that. “For there is nothing- 
higher than this ‘not this*. , Then comes the 
name, ‘the Truth of truth ’ ; for the Pranas are 
true and It is the truth of them.” ‘Pranas’ here 
mean the souls, because they accompany the 
latter at death. The souls are true, because they 
-do not undergo any change in their essential 
nature. The Lord is the Truth of these true 
•souls, for these contract and expand with respect 
to intelligence, while He is unaffected. Thus the 
^siibsequent part of the text connects Brahman 
with some qualities. The clause “Hot this, not 
"this” does not deny the attributes of Brahman, 
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but denies that Its natxxre is confined to these two- 
forms only (22). The Sruti instruction is not un- 
necessary here, for though the world is seen, yet 
it is not known as a Prakara or mode of Brahman, 
and that is what can be gathered only from’ the 
Bruti texts. So declares' the Sruti (23). AncV 
Brahman's being difi'erentiated - by these two* 
forms is realisse'd even as Its being of the nature 
of intelligence is realized by repeated meditation. 
(25). For all these reasons Breihman is regarded 
as Infinite, i.e, as possessing infinite attributes; - 
for thxis the attributes hold good, i,e. the twofold, 
characteristic of Sutra 22 (26). Sutras 27-30 are- 
treated by Ramanuja as a separate topic. Sutras. 
27 and 28 give the Purvapaksha, as Sankara also- 
says, and 29 gives the Siddhhnta; but the words. 
*as before’ in the Sutra refer not to Sutras 25 
and 26, hxit to 2. 3. 43. 

ISTimb^rka follows RAra.&nuja in Sixtins 22-24..* 
The next two Sntras he intreprets somewhat 
differently. Just as fire is manifested through', 
the rubbing* of wooden sticks,- so is Brahman, 
manifested in meditation (25). On realizing' 
Brahman the soul becomes one with It '(26).* 
Sutras 27 and 28 he- takes as the author’s and' 
not as the opponent’s view. Sutra 27 describes* 
that the relation between Brahman and the in-- 
sentient world- is as between the serpent and its* 
coils (27) and the relation between the soul and'.' 
Brahman is as between the orb and the light (28).. 
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But to. an objection of the kind raised in Sutra- 
2. 1. 25 the answer is as before, i.e. 2. 1. 2G (29). 
Moreover, the Supreme Self is not a:hected by the* 
imperfection of the soul (30). 

Sankara thixs interprets “Not this, not this“' 
as a denial of the two forips of Brahinan men- 
tioned in Brih. 2. 3. i. Brahman can be clescribecL 
only as “Not this, not this,^' i.e. It is not what 
we see. Whatever we see is not Brahman as It 
is. Brahman is something difi’erent from all this- 
manifested world. This interpretation is im 
keeping with scripkxral teaching. Bhmanxxja. 
and Nimb&rka interpret that “Not this, not this”’ 
denies, only the limitation of Brahman’s nutxu’e^ 
to only these two forms, in other words It has 
many more attribxxtes than these two. The two*- 
forms are real and are only two of the infinite 
attributes of the Lord. This seems to be a total 
denial of the Upanishadic teaching. “Not this^. 
not this’' occtirs in four different places in the 
Brih. IJp. Even if Bamannja’a explanation be- 
allowed in Brih. 2. 3. C— however strange ancli 
twisted it might seem, Brih. 4, 2, 4, 4. 4. 22^ . 

and 4, 6. 15 >do not by any means yield to sixoh an: 
interpretation. These texts after saying, “This. 
Self is that which has been described as ‘Not 
this, not this,’ ” says, “It is impei'ceptible” etc. 
Other texts also describe the Self o\ Brahman as^ 
beyond comprehension. “There goes neither the* 
eye, nor speech nor the mind;* we know It pot 
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uior do we see kow to teach about It. Different 
It is from all that is known, and is beyond the 
unknown as well” (K.ena 1. 3-4); “Whence 
^speech returns along* with the mind without rea~ 
dizing It” (Taitt. 2. 4); also Ihid 2. 9 and Katha 
il. 3. 15. From these texts we find that nothing 
Kian be x3redicated of Brahman. From the Kena 
texts we find that we cannot say that Brahman is 
this and this in a positive way. It is not what 
we see and therefore It can ^ only be described as 
“Not this., not this” by denying everything we 
nsee in It. It is true that we do find the scrip- 
rtures dealing with both difference and non- 
I (liifei’enre ; but with what object, is the question. 
It is not to esiablish that both are true, for they 
*nre mutually contradictory. A careful study of 
the scriptures convinces one that duality ivS taught 
in order to take the aspirant stei^ by step through 
it to non-dxiality. Hfimanuja in his Bhfishya on 
these Sutras criticizes Sankara saying that the 
Sriiti could not have described these two forms 
only to deny them later on. But that this is a 
process the Sruti adopts is clear from Prajfipati^s 
’instruction to Indra in the Ohhfindogya or 
Varnna’s teaching to Bhrigu in the Taittiriya 
TJpanishad^ The asi)irant is gradually taken to 
higher and higher truths. Through duality he is 
led up to noff-ditality, the goal or final truth. 
Duality has not been praised anywhere in the 
.-scriptures, and no 4ruit is ascribed to it. On the 
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otker liaiid it is censured {mde Katka 2. 4. 10-11;:. 
Brik. 4. 4. 19; Mait. 4. 2. and G. 3), -wliicli sliows. 
tkat tke scriptures do not intend to i)osit duality. 
But non-duality is praised and immortality is ' 
said to be achieved by the knowledge of unity. 
According to the Purva Mimamsa principle, that, 
which has no result of its own but is mentioned 
in connection with something else which has a* 
result, is subordinate to the latter. Therefore* 
duality which has no fruit of its own is subsidiary 
to non-duality which is the main piirport of the* 
Sruti texts. Again we have texts like, ‘^The' 
Atman is smaller than the smallest, g?.*eater than 
the greatest” (Katha 1. 2. 20); “Neither gross 
nor fine”* etc. — which negate all duality and’ 
establish the Tnhnity of Brahman beyond all 
doubts. 

A question, however, may arise : If every- 
thing is negated, what will be left? We shall 
by such a process arrive at a nonentity. Not so. 
We cannot go on negating ad infimtum, but have* 
to come finally to some basic reality, and this- 
basic reality behind everything is the Atman or 
Brahman. When we remove an object, space is. 
left behind. Similarly, when everything we see- 
is removed or negated, Brahman is left behind, 
which cannot be negated and which is the witness- 
of everything. We cannot say that by negation 
we come to nonentity, for the very fact that we 
comprehend this nonentity shows that it is being"’ 
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illujiiiiied "by the Tvitnessing consciousness, the 
basic reality even behind this idea of nonentity. 
Ill this Sutra the Sutra karii solves this doubt, 

' ‘ showing that the negation coniterns not Brahman, 
but only the two forms of It. To turn the drift 
nf this discussion topsy ttirvy and establish the 
reality of the two forms is to ignore the spirit of 
••ecriptural teaching, 

3f.dydv&da in the U/nmisliads : 

There is a conun on belief that MayS,vada is 
not found in the scriptures and that it is San- 
hara^s own doctrine borrowed fi’oni the Buddhists. 
Bui such a statement is scarcely justified. In the 
BrihadSranyaka text under discussion we have, 
‘*‘!N‘ow its jiame: ‘The Truth of truth,’ The vital 
force is ttuth, and It is the Truth of that” (Brih. 
:;2. 3. 6). If the vital force, i.e. Prfijna (the soul 
in a state of deep sleep) of which the vital force 
'is an IJpadhi is true or real, Brahman is the 
'Truth or Reality of this real. In other words, 
Brahman’s reality is of a difierent grade from 
■"that of the universe. If this , world is real and 
not M^iya, as Sankara would call it, then Brahmaxi 
is the Reality of this real, which shows that the . 
world’s reality is of an inferior kind from that of 
Brahman and when It is realized this world is no 
more. A similar idea is conveyed by Chh. 7. 24. I 
where Brahman, the Infinite, is said to be immor- 
tal and the world, the finite, is said to be mortal., 


INTRODUCTION 


liii 


But this is exactly what Sankara too sdys — ^that 
the two, Brahman and the world, have two grades, 
•of reality, even as the dream world and the world 
we experience while ' we are awake have two 
.grades of reality, and as a result we are justified 
in saying that the dream world is May^, as the 
Sutrak^ra says in 3. 2. 3, or unreal as compared 
with the waking state. Similarly, this world we. 
■experience is MS,ya or unreal as compared with 
the reality of Brahman. G:he dream, world has 
a reality for the time being; so has this world so 
long ns we are in ignorance; and Sankara nowher(^ 
denies the Vyavaharilia (phenomenal) reality 
o! tins world. Tlie sct■i|)Ul^(^s explain this dito'- 
ence heiween rbe lealiiy oi' the two. Brahman 
“and the world, by using symbology, as for example 
in Chh. 6. 1, 4, which we had occasion to 
•explain in Sutra 2. 1. 14 where the Sruti tries 1o 
explain that the one, the clay, is more real than 
the many, which it identifies with name , and 
torm only. We find the same idea again in Brih, 
1. 6. 3: “This immortal entity is covered, by 
truth (the five elements) : The vital force is the 
immortal entity, and name and fbrm are truth; 
iso) this vital force is covered by them.^* Kama 
■and form, z,e. the world we experience, are called 
truth, but Brahman is distinguished from them 
by s.aying that It is immortal — Its reality is of » a 
■different grade from the reality of that which iS ' 
*called truth. And as the reality of this world' li 
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of a lesser grade or illusory as conix)ared witli tkat 

of Brakraan, It can be the cause of Buch an 
illusory world of luaiiifoldness without undergo- 
ing any change in Itself; for an illusory mani- 
foklness can exist in It without in any way 
affecting Its iiniiiutability, like a vsuake in a rope 
or the manifold dream world in the dreaming 
self, as the Sntrakara exemplifies in 2. 1. 28, 
which brings us -to the conclusion that this world 
is a Yiyarta of tlxe u on-dual Brahman, as Sair- 
kara says. 

Coining to the interpretation of Sutras 27-80, ^ 
Sankara connects “or as before” in Sutra 20^ 
with what immediately precedes in Sutras 25-20^” 
and so ii is happy. Etoi^niija connects it -with 
Sutra 2 . 3: 43 and so it is not so apt. Niiubarka's 
explanation is still far-fetched; for while Kfima- 
nnja' refers for the SiddhSnta only to a previous 
Sutra, .Mmb^rka refers for, an objection as well 
as a decision to Sutras in 2. 3'. His mterpreta- 
tion of the whole topic thus appears to be much 
stretched. 

That vSankara has followed the Sutrak^ra, 
faithfully in his interpretation of Sutras 11-30* 
will be clearei’ if we just try" to see the reason 
wby the latter treats of dream and deep sleep in 
this section which deals with the nature of 
Brahman. Sankara at the beginning of Chapter 
III/ Section 1, says thajt the transmigration of 
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,tlie soul is taught in order to generate a spirit of 
Yairfigya (dispassion). 

* Sutras 1-10 of Section 2 treat of tlie sours 
states of dream and dreamless sleep. According to* 
Sankara the very fact that the dream world does 
not fulfil the conditions of the time and space 
factors as in the waking' state, shows that the 
dream world is illusory and therefore a creation 
of the soul and not of the Lord. Erom this he 
shows that the real nature of the Jiva is self- 
luminous and heyond all these states. Thus 
Sutras 1-10 elucidate the real nature of the 
'Thou^ in “Thou art That.” Sutras 11-21 giye 
the nature of ^ThaU and Sutras 22-30 identify 
the two. Thus the place of Sutras 1-10 in this 
section is very significant. Kamaiuija and N'im- 
barka say that the creation of the dream world 
belongs to the Lord and not to the sonl. If it 
were so, it should be as real as this world. Grant- 
ing that it is the Lord^s creation, of what signi- 
ficance is this subject in a section that deals with 
the nature of Brahman? It would have been 
apt in 2. 3 where creation is taught. If it be to 
create a spirit of Vair^gya, as Bto&nuja says at 
the beginning of Chapter III, then it ought to 
have been included in Section 1 which treats ol 
the soul’s transmigration with the same object, 
atid thus separated from Section 2 where it ia 
out of, place. 
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Tlie above analysis of Sutras 3. 2. 1-30 sliows 
tliafc (Sankara lias riglitly grasped tlie spirit, of 
Badarayana, wliile Banidnuja and IS'imb^rka 
bave sadly missed it. 

A twofold hnowledge of Bmhvmn estahUslied: 

Mnally, let us consider Sutras 4. 2. 12-14 
and Sutras 4. 4. 1-7. Tlie former set of Sutras 
as they stand are interpreted better by B&.in^nuja 
and Nimbarba than by Sankara. According to 
Sankara they I'uii as follows: If it be said (that 
the Pranas of a knower of Binhinan do not 
depart), on account of the Sruti denying it (we 
say) not so, for the Sruti (M.adhyandina recension 
of the text) denies the departure of the PrS,nas 
from Bie soul and iiot from the body (12), Por 
the denial is clear in the texts of some schools 
flS). So in Sutra 12 the Siddhanta view is first 
expressed on the basis of Brih. 4. 4. 6, K^nva 
recension, and the objection against this is raised 
by the opponent in The second half of the Sutra, 
basing his argument on the Madhyandina recen- 
sion of the text, which is answered again in Sutra 
13 by Brih. 3. 2. 11, K§,nva recension. By such 
an interpretation the significance' of ^sonia 
schools’ is lost, for it ought to have referred to 
some text of the Mfidhyandina schodl and. not of 
the same K^nva school on which the ^iddh&nta 
is based in Sutra 12., 
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llauianuja tmd Ninibarka ou tlie otlier liaiid 
jOL’eatl these Siitras as one, which runs as follows : 
“‘^If it he said that the Pranas of a knower of 
J33‘ahmaii do not depart on account of the denial 
Ijy the Sruti text (Brih. 4. 4. 6, K^uva), we deny 
it; for the Sruti says that they do not depart 
from the soul (i.e, they acoomx)any the soul) and 
this is cdear according* to some, viz. the M^dh'yau- 
Kiiiia 3’ecension of Brih. 4. 4. 0:” AVe cannot hut 
say that this is more happy, as the force of ‘some 
vSchuoP diid the word ‘hi^ (because) in the Sutra 
.are well brought out. 

Though the interpretation according to the 
letter of the Sutra forces ns to side witii B&ma- 
mtjd and JTiiuharka., yet if we consider the Sruti 
’text, viz. Brih. 4. 4. (>, on which the discussion is 
based and also the arrangement of tlni Sutras in 

■ this' Section 2 u]3 to Sutra 16, we find that Sankara 
is nuu’e reasonable than the other two and it looks 
tiR though the Sutrakara himself had made a slip, 
though he meant otherwise. Brih. 4. 4. G says in 
the first half of the text how one who is attached 
“ti’ansmigrates, and concludes the first half by say- 
ing, ‘‘Thns does the man who desires' trans- 
migrate.’" The second half speaks of the man 

■ without Vlesires and says, “Of him who is without 
desires . . . and to whom all objects o'f desire are 
"but the Self — ^the organs de not depart. Beiifg 
hut Brahman, he is mei’ged in Brahman.’/ Kefce 
it is quite clear that the Sruti contrasts 
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cases of one wlio is attaelied and one wlio is not 
aitaclied and so does not transndgTale but is. 
merged in Brabinan. Now it is well known botli 
from the scriptures and the Vedanta-Siitras itself 
that a transmigrating soul at the time of death 
goes out with tlie organs, and so when in contrast 
to this it is said, “His oi'guns do not depart/’ it 
' is qixite clear that the denial of departure of the 
Pranas is from the hody as in the case of one who> 
is attached, and consequently the expression 
‘from him’ in the Maclhyandina recension even 
oxight to mean the hody and not the soul. 

Prom what has been slated above we find 
Sankara more reasonable and consistent and there- 
fore we can safely say that his interpretation of 
Sutras 12-14 as establishing a twofold knowledge 
is after Badar&yana’s view, though according to- 
the wording of the Sutras it is not so happy.. 
This sort of interpretation of the Sutrak^ras is 
not without its precedent, as we find TJpavarsha 
and vSabara doing the same in their commentaries, 
on the Purva Mim^msa-Sutras. 

TTe now come to the last section of the work 
where the state of the released soul is described. 
Sutras 1-3 describe that on the attainment of' 
Knowledge the soul manifests itself in its own- 
nature, vSxitra 4 says that it attains non-distinction 
with Brahman. The question as to what the nature^ 
of that state is naturally arises after this and 
Sutras 5-7 attempt a description. The views of 
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Jaiiiaiui and Audiiloini are given and finally in 
8utra 7 Badarayana says tliat both, these views are 
true, for they are not contradictory. The question 
is, whether the views of Jaiinini and Auduloani are 
' true of the released soul in succession or simul- 
taneousiy. Badarayana’ s decision is that they are 
true at one and the same time according as the 
subject is viewed from the relative or transcen- 
dental standpoint. Sankara makes this clear in 
his Bhashya. His critics find fault with him 
here. They say that he is obliged in this vSuira 
to ascribe to the truly released soul . qualities 
which clearly cannot belong to it, since for such 
a. soul no Vyavah§,ra exists. They say thereby 
that his interpretation is not faithful. Such a 
criticism shows that they have failed to under- 
istand what Sankara means here. He does not say 
that the released sonl is conscfions of itself 
possessing all the qualities described hy Taimini, 
hut that we who are iu bondage are obliged in des- 
cribing the state of such a soul to have recourse 
to such a description. In i-eality the soul when 
released exists as Pure Intelligence, but as Pure 
Intelligence is beyond our conception, we in our 
ignorance view it as identified with Iswara, for 
that is the highest reading of Pure Intelligence 
or the ISTirguna Brahmfin ' that we can x^oBsihly, 
conceive. Certainly there exists no Yyavahara 
•at all for the released sonl, which is f]’ee froni ’ 
igmorance; but it exists for us who are in ignoiAnce 
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anti Jaimini’s description pF tlie stale of in 
released soul is oui; description of it. lawara’s. 
poaspssiop of powers is not lilce, that of an ordinary 
Jivu ‘v^hicli being- subject to Dsescience thinlcs oF 
itself as an exijeriencer, an ag-ent, and so on. He 
is beyond all taint and therefore not subject to* 
Npstdence, and consetiuently does nol ihinlc pF 
Himself as possessing- all these lordly powers; 
blit these powers exist in Him, because we in- our 
ignorance ascribe them to Him. Even so are 
these lordly powers ascribed lo the released soul 
by us and ij is regarded as identical or having- 
attained' non-distinction with Iswaru. 'This i^ the 
full iipport of Sutra 7 both a (‘cording to Bdda- 
r^yana and Sankara. Ro till all souls are- 
released, the state of tlie released partakes of a 
twofpld characteristic according to the viewpoiuj:- 
from which it is described^ — transcendental or 
relative, even as Brahman has a twofold charac- 
teristic of which one is illusory or read from, the 
relative standpoint (vid^ 3. 2. 11-21), This 

attainment of lordly powers by souls on identi- 
fication wjth Iswara is not the same as the attain- 
ment of saoh powers by the Icnowers of the 
Saguna. Brahman wto go to Brahmaloka, for \t 
is made clear in 4. 4. .17 that their Iptdly x>owers 
do not include th^ po^er pf creaHon.- etc., but 
only power to create pbjects of enjoy pients at will 
(4, 4. 8), while this pptver is not negated in the 
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ca?Q of souls which, get identified with I^wara 
accordip.g to Sutras 4. 4. 5 and 7. 

That the Sutra kara uiakes a distinction 
between the attainment of Liberation by the 
knowledge of the Kirguna Brahman and that by 
the knowledge of the Saguna Brahman, is clear 
from Sutra 4. 1. 19, where he makes no reference 
to any going forth in the case of a Jivanmukta, but 
simply says that on the exhaustion of the 
Prarabdha Karma he attains Brahman and this 
IS} also in keeping with texts like Brih. 4. 4. 6 
and especially Chh. 6. 14. 2 where it is clearly 
e^tated ihat his merging in Brahman is delayed 
just 'as long as the body lasts. But gping to 
fir£ihna%lbfca by “^the path of the gods’ \ is also a 
of Liberation, for from there the soul does} 
not return to this mortal world, but gets merged 
in Brabman at the end of the cycle together mth 
Brahma, as stated in Sntra 4. 3. 10. As the 
author is concerned in this section, with the result 
of Up^sanas, viz. Liberation, i he describes the 
result of the knowledge of the Kirguna Brahman 
in Sutras 1-7 and* from 8-22 the result of the 
knowledge of the Saguna BrahTnaii. If, as accord- 
ing to Ramanuja and Nimb^rka, there is no such 
distinction at all, but the descriptio:^ is of one 
kind o€ Liberation only, then when it is said in 
Sutra 4. 4 . ^ that the released soul attain^ • ^ 
nature like that of Brahman, there is no further 
necessity of saying that it can ore^te at aH 
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objects of enjoyment. Moreover, ii being free 
from sin, old age etc. (Cbh, 8. 1. 5) are qualities 
•of tbe soul as well as of tlie Ijord, then they will 
•cease to be the defining characteristic of the Lord. 
In this case the objection raised in the first part 
of Sutra 1. 3. 19 will not be answered by the 
second half of the Sutra. The Sutra runs as 
follows.: ‘Tf it be said that from the subsequent 
texts which refer to the diva ‘small Ak^sa’ means 
the diva, we say that the reference to the soul is 
in so far as its real nature is made manifest (i.e. 
as iion-difierent from Brahman).^’ In the pre- 
vious iSutra it was established that the ‘small 
Akfisa’ in Chli. 8. 1. 1 is Brahman and not the 
diva, in spite of the reference to the diva in Ghh. 
8. 3. 4, for ‘free from, evrT etc. which are said to 
he qualities of the ‘small Akfisa^ are not true of 
the soul. At the end of his commentary on Sutra 
IS, Sankara says that vSutra 20 will make ifc clear 
why the individual soul is referred to in Chh. 
8. 3. 4. In Sutra i9 cited above a fresh objec- 
tion is raised that subsequent texts also refer to 
the diva {vide Chli. 8. 7-11 in which the waking, 
dream, and deep sleep state of the soul are des- 
cribed) and therefore ‘small Akasa’ means diva. 
The second half answers it by saying* tbj,t the 
reference to the diva is in so far as its real 
nature is made manifest {vide Chh. 8. 12. 3). 
The reference to the individual soul in Ohh* 
8. 3. 4 is to show that in reality it is beyond the 
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iliree states of waking, dream, and deep sleep 
.and non-different from Brahman. If nndej; the 
^ircnmstanoes ‘free from sin‘ etc. are its qualities 
even as different from Brahman, as Ramanuja 
.says, then -small Akhsa’ cannot be established 
to be Brahman against the objection raised in 
Butra 1. 3. 19. Moreover, in Sutra 1. 3. 20 
»(according to him 19) the explanation given by 
him for the reference to the Jiva in Ohh. 8. 3. 4 
is not at all satisfactory. He says, “This refer- 
'ence to the Jiva serves the purpose of giving 
instruction not about the Jiva, but about the 
nature of that which is the cause of the qualities 
MOf the individual soul, i,e. qualities specially be- 
longing* to the Lord. The reason is that such 
information about the released soul hellos the 
^doctrine Avith respect to ‘small Akasa\ The in- 
-dividual soul which wants to attain Brahman 
must also know its true natui'e, so that it as 
being endowed with anspicious qualities will 
•finally arrive at the intuition of the Lord who is 
:a mass of auspicious qualities raised to the high- 
^est excellence.^’ But according to Sankara we 
have seen that its reference is to identify flie 
two — the released soul and the Lord. It is quite 
.apparent that between the two explanations 
Ram&nuja’s falls to the ground. Such ah 
argument does not at all fit in as an explanation 
for the reference to the released soul in Chh. 
S. 3. 4 and is against the spirit of the teaching 
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of tile whole of chapter 8 of the Chhaiiclogya. 
Sankara’s critics find fault wilh him taking into- 
considpation only Sutra 1. 19; but if they 

only try to understand the Sutrakara taking infco< 
consideration Sutras L8-20 and the Sruti texts- 
to which they refer, they will find that Sankara’s, 
interpretation is by far the best. 

The defects that are shown in llamhnu,ia’s- 
interpretation of Section 4 hold good in the case 
of Nimbarka also. 

ScmkanCs hiterpvetation justified h}j the (ritd: 

Thus a coin]>arative study of these three. 
commentaries on the most important topics, 
treated by Badarayana in his work establishes a* 
strong cese for Sankara’s interpretation nf thc’ 
Sntraa. We find similar views also expressed in 
the 0it^. And if, as has been shown at the' 
beginning, the author of the Gith had a hand iir 
the Sutras— and this fact is tvot questioned by 
Ktoanuja and Niinbarka, for according to them 
it is the same person Veda Vy^sa — then it gpes 
all the more to show that Sankara’s interpreta-* 
tion is correct, for we cannot expe(‘t that the 
same author has e:^pveased different views in thp'- 
two works. We shall cite a few texts from the 
Gita which tally with Sankara’s inferpretation of 
the Sutras. 

“I shall describe that which has to b^ 
known,.., the beginningless Supreme Brahman... 
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It is called neither being- nor non-being-.., With- 
out and within tdl beings... Impartible, yet It 
exists fLs if divuled in beings'’ (.13. 1 2-lb)--these 
texts describe the attribiitelessness of Brahman, . 
^.phe text says that the one Immutable appears- 
as if, divided into many and not in reality. It 
Itself, therefore, is “the sustainer, generator,, 
and devourer of ail b«ing>s" (13. 16); also T.(>. 
and .7. That Brahman has a twofold nature, the- 
Nirg’una which is Its real nature and the Saguna 
whic,h is the creation of Mhya, is niade clear by 
4r:iuna's question in 12.1 and the Lord’s answer- 
in- 12, 2.5, whej^e Offe recognizes the iNirguna 
aspect, blit says at the same time that those ddvoted 
lo the 8aguna aspect are better vei-sed in Yoga,, 
as devotion to it is easier and therefore best suites! 
to' Arjuiia and the generality of mankind, even as- 
Me says in 5. 6 foi- the same reason that Karma 
Toga is bettor than Jnana, Ycgu. 

The individual sonl in its real nature is- 
described in 2. 11-25. Specially verses' 16-18 say 
tliat it is real, all-pervading, changeless, imnin- 
tablte, indestructible and illimitable, while verse- 
24 again says it is a 11- pervading. Again 6. 31 
establishes the identity of the self and Brahmaiv 
contained in^the Yedic dictum, “That thou art,”’ • 
vefsqg 29 and 30 having described the real natxxre- 
of the^ soul as identical with Brahman, But . the- 
sopl 4n, its state of bondage being deltided pon-' 
side^e itsplf air agent and experiencer, atomicr 
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■iincl a part of tlie Lo^(^. '‘Tlie Giiiias of Prakriti 
perform all action. Witli tire iinderstandmg 
^deluded by egoism, man tlxinks, ‘I am the doer’ ” 
■<3. 27). See also 14. 23 and 15. 7. 

Tbe doctrine of Maya is clearly referred to 
in tbe following* texts: “Knowledge is enveloped' 
in ignorance, lienee do beings get deluded” 
t(5. 15); “This world knows Me not, being deluded 
by the modifications of tbe G-unas. Yerily this 
«divine Maya of Mine is difficult to cross over..-, 
deprived of discrimination by Maya they follow 
the Asuric ways” (7. 13-10); “1 am not mani- 
fest to all, being veiled by *My Yogam^y^” 
<{7. 25); “The Lord dwells in the heart of all 
beings causing them to revolve by His M^y^’^^ 
,♦(18. 61). Finally, 'though stress is laid on Bhakti 
in the Git^, nowhere does it say that Bhakti is 
-superior to Knowledge. On the other hand we 
find Knowledge highly praised. “The fire of 
Knowledge burns all Karma to ashes. There 
•exists nothing so purifying like Knowledge” 
(4. 37-38); “Supremely dear is the wise man to 
Me. I regard him as My very Self” (7. 17-18). 
^Conclusion: 

In conclusion, we would like to state that 
from what all has been said above • we do not 
mean to suggest that Sankara’s interpretation of 
•the Sutras is the only true one. Bather our object 
has been to show that Sankara too, like the other’ 
-great commentators, - is justified in interpreting 


INTRODUCTION 


Ixvii, 


tKe Sutras in the way he has done. The fact is, 
Baclardyana has systematized the philosophy of 
the Upanishads in his work, and like them h^s- 
Sntras also are all-comprehensive. The Upani- 
shads, we must remember, do not teach through- 
out any particular doctrine. They contaia 
various doctrines which are meant for people at 
different stages of spiritual evolution. They are- 
not contradictory, but rather they are based on 
the principle of Adhilcaribheda, as all are not 
capable of apprehending the same truth. The old 
idea of Arundhati-darsana-nyay^ applies. Nearly 
every chapter in the Upanishad begins witlr 
dnalistic teaching or IJpasana and ends with a- 
grand flourish of Advaita. God is first i aught as- 
a Being who is the creator of this universe, its 
preserver, and the destruction to which every- 
thing goes at last. He is the one to be worshii)- 
ped, the Ruler, and apx)ears to be outside of 
nature. Next we find the same teacher teaching 
that God is not outside of naiiii*e, but immanent 
in nature. And at last both ideas are discarded 
and it is taught that whatever is real is He;- 
there is no difference. -“Svetaketu, thou art 
That.” The iminaneut one is at last declared 
to be the same that is in the human soul.^ This- 

* The method of spotting the tiny star Arundhati witli 
the help of bigger stars near it, calling them Arundhati, 

^ Complete Works of Swami Vivekananda, Vol. Ill, 
pp. 281-,' 397, and 398. 
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fact is recognised by ]5adarayaii5i tod and so (‘oin- 
meiitators make a mistake wlieu tliey tbink that 
the Sntras propound , only their, doctrine imd 
.nothing else. 

This grand principle of Adhikinibheda is the 
-foundation on which the teachings of the TJpa- 
nishads, the Brahma-Sutras, and the G-ita are 
Based and that is the reason why they have been 
uiiiversally ac(jept€d by the Hindus of all classes 
;and denoininations. Proni this i)oint of view we 
are inclined to tliink that of all the commenta- 
tors Sankara has done the greaiest justice to -the 
'Sutrakara by his tu'ofold doctrine of the abso- 
lute and ])henoineual reality. 
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ADHYA>SA OR >SlTPER]KPOSITION 


Tlie wliole of Sankara’s pliilosopliy may be 
summed up as follows : ^ ^ 

•J?TOlTlie Bralimau of the Llpauishads is the only 
Reality, and everything- else — this world of maiii- 
foldness — ^is unreal, is a mere appearance; the 
individual soul (Jiva) is identical with Brahman, 
the One without a second, which the scriptures 
define as Existence-Knowledg-e-Bliss Absolute. 
“Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity 
(Taitt. 2.1); “Brahman is Knowledge, Bliss’^ 
(Brih. 3.9.28). This identity of the diva and 
Brahman is clearly stated by the scriptures in 
texts like : “Thou art That, 0 Svetaketu” (Chh. 
6.8.7), “I am Brahman” (Brih. 1-4-10), and “The 
Self alone is to be meditated nj)on” (Birh. 1.4.7). 

The question then naturally arises ; If Truth 
is one, whence arises this many which we exi^e- 
rience through the senses? Truth cannot contra- 
dict experience. So Sankara had to exx)lain this 
apparent contradiction between Truth and oui" 
everyday experience. He says that this plurality 
is an illusion (Mayji). It has no reality, for it 
disappears when the knowledge of the true nature 
of Brahman is realized. It is just like seeing a 
snake .in a rope, in the dark. This wrong perception 
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is bi'oiiglit about by ignorance (Avidya), wbiob 
is begin ningless. it is this ignorance 'wliicli is 
the cause of ali this duality, Brahman being mis- 
taken for the world. On account of this ignorance 
the individual sonl identifies itself with its ad- 
^*imcts (IJp^dhis), viz., the body, senses, etc., which 
are only superimijosed on it. , This identification 
makes the soul think that it is the doer, , enjoyer, 
< 3 tc. — though the truth is that it is none of these-- 
and thereby it comes under the sway of birth, 
death, happiness, misery, etc., in short, becomes 
bound down to this world (SamsSra). 

AVhen Sankara says that the world is false, he 
does not mean that it is absolutely nothing, but 
that our experience is liable to be stultified by 
means of knowledge of things as they are. The 
world has a relative existence; it is ttue for the 
time being, but disappears when true knowledge 
dawnS'. It is not real for all times, in other words, 
it is not real from, the absolute standpoint. MSya 
•or ignorance is not a real entity. We can neither 
say that it exists nor that it does not exist; It 
is a mystery which is beyond our understanding ; 
it is unspeakable (Anirvachaniya). As Maya is 
not real, it cannot be related to Brahman, the 
Ideality, in any way whatsoever; for, any* relation 
betweeen truth and falsehopd i^, impossible. _Thp 
relation is only apparent, an.ddbcrcPoTc Bi-alnnan 
is 'in, no. .way affected by ^tlii^. iil u-ion _ whicii,. is 
.superini]3osed upon It, even as the rope is not 
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.aifected by tlie snake tliat is assumed to exist in it, 
Tlierefore tlie only way to liberation from tliis 
'WO)'ld]y existence (Sainsara) is to get rid of tbis 
wrong mdioii tlu'ougli tlie real knowledge of 
-Brail man. Just as in tbe case of tbe rojie 
.and the snake, it is the knowledge of the 
roiie alone that removes the illusion of the snake 
4ind nothing else, so also it is the knowledge of 
Brahman alone that brings about tlie cessation of 
.this relative existence (iSanis^ra). ‘k4. man who 
knows It alone truly, passes beyond death; there 
is no other x>ath to go by^^ (Svet. 3.8); “He comes 
aiot to death who sees that One.^^ Pilgrimages, aus- 
"teriiies, worship and charity — these by themselves, 
•without Knowledge, cannot help us to attain 
Liberation. Their utility lies only in purifying 
'Our mind (Chittasuddhi), cleansing it of all worldli- 
ness, and thus making it ht to comprehend the 
‘Trutli. When Brahman is realized this phenom- 
enal world disappears automatically, without any 
further effort on the part of the individual. ■ Know- 
ledge of Brahman being thus the only way to 
Liberation, an inquiry into Brahman through the 
study of the Brahma -Sutras is absolutely neces- 
iary., , . , 

, Sankara’s explanation of the world as an 
illusion has given his philosophy the name of 
>layay^cta or Anirvachaniya Khy^tivada. It i^ 
also known qs Vivarfavada, the doctrine of kh© 
^apparent modification of Brahman into this 
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plieULomeiial world, as upi)()sed to Pariiiamavadu or 
the doctrine of the actual juodification of Brahman 
into this phenomenal world, as held by some other 
schools of Vedanta lihe the Yisislitadyaitavada of 
Bamanuju. 

haukara anticipatecl that this method of ex- 
plaining the phenomenal world would raise a 
protest from the various other schools of his time. 
So at the hegiiming of his coiuiuentary on tlio- 
Bralima-tSutras, he writes a masterly introduction, 
which is well Jcnown as the Adhyasa Bliasliya or 
the section dealing with superlnii)osition, wherein 
he establishes superimijosition as a statement of 
fact and not a mere hypothesis. He starts with 
the objections that can possibly he raised against 
his theory of superimposiiion and then refute, s- 
them. He vsays: It is well known that the subject 
and the object, which have for their spheres or” 
contents the notions of ‘1' and ‘Thou’ respectively,, 
and which aj‘e opposed to each other as darkness- 
and light, cannot bo identified. Hence their 
attributes also cannot be identified. Consequently 
the superimposition of the object and its attributes 
on the subject, whose essence is pure intelligence,, 
and vice versa, ought to he a logical impossibility. 

If the world phenomena are a case of super- 
imposition, like the snake in the rope, then whidi 
is superimposed on which? Is the world super- 
imposed on Brahman, or is it the reverse? In the 
latter case, the world, which is the substratum > 
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like ilie rope in tke example, would be a reality. 
If it is the other way — the world on Brahman — 
it is not possible, for Brahman is not an object 
which can be i)erceived by the senses like the rope. 
A thing becomes an object when it is limited by 
time, space, and causation. vSinee Brahman is 
unlimited, It is beyond these, and so cannot be an 
•object of perceiDtion ; as such It cannot be the sub- 
stratum of a super imposition. Brahman is also the 
inner Self of everyone and therefore can never be 
separate and in front of a person like a rope, when 
•aioiic the world caji be superimposed on It. 

I^eitber can Brahman be both subject and 
object of the thinking i^rocess, for one and the 
same being cannot both be the agent and the 
.object of its activity at tiie same time. An object 
is that on which is concentrated the activity of 
the agent, and hence it must be different from the 
4.igent. If, again, Brahman is manifested by 
some other knowledge and thus becomes an object. 
It ceases to be self-luminous and becomes limited, 
and this tlie scriptures do not accept. Burther, 
in all cases of snperimposition there is an ante- 
cedent real knowledge of the object which is 
superimposed, as of the snake in ■ the example. 
'So to superimpose the world on Brahman a real 
knowledffo of the world is necessai'y, and this 
would mahe the world a reality," with the result 
that the ees.satioii of the world phenomena would 
I>e an impossibility and Liberation would be 
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impossikle. Tims in whatever Avay -we may try to 
estaklish the theory of superhupositioiiy we are not 
able to do so. 

Yet, vsaya Sankara, it is natural (a self- 
evident fact) on the part of man, because of 
ignorance, not to distinguish between the two^ 
entities (the subject and the object) which are 
quite' contradictory, and to sux)erinq)ose the ontv 
on tJie others und their attributes as well, and thus- 
mising up the real and the unreal to use suclu 
phrases as “That is 1’’, or “This is mine"\ The 
Self again is not altogetlier a non-object, lor it is- 
the object of the nolion of the Ego. The Self 
does not entiply elude our grasp. Though the 
ijniei* Self is not au object and is also- withoiife 
parts, yet owing to ignorance,. wMclii is- unspeah-' 
able and without a beginning,, attiubutes like 
mind, body, senses, etc., which are products of 
ignorance', are superimposed on the Self, and it 
behaves as if it were an agent, enjoyer, possessed* 
of parts, and many — although in truth it is none- 
of these — and thus becomes air object... The real 
Self can never be au object of knowledge. Self- 
consciousness is possible only with respect to ai 
Self ali-eady qualified by these adjuncts. 
(TJpadhis). This sounds like an argument in a- 
circle; for to establish supFerimpositibn' we have' 
to accept the Self to be an object, and the* Self 
can be an object only thi?o*uig*h the superimposition 
of adjuncts (Up^dliis) ; it is actually not so-. It 
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is a case lite tlie seed and tlie tree. Tlie seed 
g'lTes rise to the tree, which again produces the 
seed, the cause of the future tree, and so on. So- 
in this series of illusions without a beginning, the 
Self, ‘which is the substratum of the present 
supeiimposition, is an object on account of a past 
superimposition,' and that one had for its substra- 
tum the Self, which had become an object of a 
vstill earlier superimposition, and so on ad 
infinitum. The imre Self without the limiting 
adjuncts is never the substratum of a super- 
imposition. It is the difference in the limiting 
adjuncts, as shown above, that makes it possible 
for the Self to be at the same .time an agent and 
the object of action. 

Superimposition, again, is due to ignorance 
and hence it is not necessary that the knowledge 
of the object superimposed must be a real know- 
ledge. It is enough if we have a knowledge; it 
need not necessarily be real ; it can itself be 
another illusory knowledge. That the Self exists; 
is proved by the intuitive knowledge we have of it. 
This is well known and but for it nothing would 
have been cognised in this world. ‘‘He shining,, 
everything ‘ else shines” (Kath. ‘2.2.15). We 
know things in and tliroug’h it; no consciousness, 
or experience is jiossible independently of it. 
Everyone is conscious of his own Self, for no one 
thinks' “I am not”. IMor, again, is if necessary 
that the object to be a substratum of a* 'siiper- 
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imposition sliould be before ns, for we see that 
Akasa (sky), wbiub is not visible to tbe senses, 
becomes a substratum for superimpositions by tbe 
ignorant, wbo impute blueness, spberical shape, 
etc., to it in sucb expressions as, *‘Tbe sky is 
blue”, and “It is spberical”. Thus super- 
imposition is an established fact. 

But then direct perception, which is the best 
of all proofs — since it is the basis of all other 
means of knowledge like inference, etc., — affirms 
this world of manifoldness. How can the scrip- 
tures that deny 'it carry conviction as against 
direct experience ? They cannot. Hence scrip- 
tural texts that deny the many and upho'ld unity 
will have to be inteipretod in a manner so as not 
to contradict our experience. This view cannot 
stand. Bor the scriptures (Srutis) are impersonal, 
eternal, self-luminons, and so on. Their validity 
is direct and self-evident and therefore infallible. 
They constitute by themselves an independent 
source of knowledge. Hence they too are to be 
accepted as authoritative. The fact is that each 
evidence of knowledge has its own sphere wherein 
it is absolutely authoritative. Perception has its 
supreme validity in knowledge through the senses. 
There a hundred texts cannot prevail against it. 
The scriptures (Srutis) on the other hand have their 
absolute authority in a province where perception 
canaot be of any avail. Their province is tran- 
ficendental knowledge, which cannot be attained in 
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any otlier way. Here revelation, wliick does not 
‘depend on otlier sources of knowledge, is tlie final 
authority, and not perception or even reason. The 
■scriptures do not deny the empirical validity of 
.perception; they deny only its absolute or transcen- 
idental validity. 

Sttpeuimpositiok Deputed 

Superimposition, says Sankara, is the apparent 
presentation to consciousness, by way of remem- 
brance, of something previously observed in some 
other thing. It is an up-parent presentation, that 
is knowledge which is subsequently falsified; in 
rother words, it is illusory knowledge. According 
to Yachaspati Misra this is the fundamental 
'characteristic of superimposiiiou, and the rest o£ 
ihe definition only difierentiates it from those given 
'by other schools of philosophy. But the author of 
the commentary Eatnaprablid takes apparent pre- 
sentation in some other thinf/ as tlie characteristic 
mark of superimposition, and this seems to be more 
in keeping with Sankara, who says in his com- 
nnentary: ‘^Bnt all these definitions agree in so far 
;as they represent super imposition as the apparent 
presentation of the attributes of one thing in 
tanother thing.'’ 

As it is impossible f(j have illusory knowledge 
without the mixing up of two things, we find the 
words something previously observed in the defini- 
tion. These words, together with the words apparent 
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presentation ) make it clear tluit ilie tiling* 
superimposed is not the real object seen some time 
before, but something like it. A mere exiierience,, 
and not the reality, is what is necessary; hence the- 
word ohserved. The e:!vperieuce should not be a 
present one, but a iiast one, and that is the signi- 
heance of the word pravlousli/. 8o the thing suiter- 
imijosed is a false or unreal thiiig\ But the thing 
on which it is sivperimjisoed is a real thing. The* 
words by way of nnnonbrance excludes all cases of 
recog’nition where the object previously observed 
again presents iisell to our senses, as when a person 
seen at a particnlar place is again seen at another* 
place. In remembrance the object iirevionsly 
observed is not in renewed contact with the senses. . 
It is mere remembrance that oxierates in the case of' 
superini]iositibh. 

This definition o! snperimi)osition meets an 
objection of the *]^£rhihnsakas, who say that an nn- 
real thing cannot be an object of experience.. 
According to them all knowledge is real ; there han 
be nothing like false knowledge. They uphold the* 
intrinsic validity of all knowledge, for every 
knowledge produces a sense of certainty in ns and 
we have no doubt about it at the time. If it were** 
otherwise, then we should always he in doubt and 
never arrive at any certainty. So every Icnowledge* 
is true* for the time being, thongh subsequent 
experience m.ay prove that it was wrong, as in the* 
case of an illusion. But from the defiaitioh of* 
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siiperipipositioii given by Sankara we find tliat- 
because a particular tiling is experienced it does 
not for that very reason become real. A tiling may 
be unreal and at tlie same time may be experienced. . 
Otherwise the water in a mirage would be a reality, 
which in fact we know it is not. ' 

The Prabhakara scliool of Miniaiusakas raise a 
fresh objection. How can the world he unreal or 
non-existent? Hori-existence is not a category by ' 
itself ; it can be conceived only in relation to a real 
object. We speak of iioa-existence when one 7^eal^ 
object is predicated in teiins of another real object. 
When we think of a pot in terms of a cloth, we say 
t7^^negatio>'iv of the clolh is the pot. That is all 
that is meant by uon-oxistence ; apart from' this, it^ 
has no reality. An unreal object (*an never be the ■ 
object of our experience. So this world, if it were •• 
unreal, could never be the object of our exxierience. . 

Applying this argmiient in tlie case of a- 
mirage, we find that the reality, the aim’s rays . 
refracted by layers of air, is, according to the ■ 
Mimamsakas, nothing but the negation of water ^ . 
and it is therefore self-erideut that the phenomenon 
we experience cannot be water. Heither cun they 
say that the water in tlie mirage is not real; since ’ 
it is experienced. So the water in the mirage is 
neither real nor unreal, nor can it be both at the-' 
same time. Therefore ive have to accei^t the- 
phenomenon as something beyond oiir compre]|ienp 
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sion (Anirvacliiuiiya), -wliiek is exactly tke view of 
Sankara. 

Sankara says tkat tke nature of objects is two- 
fold, real and unreal. X'ke first manifests by its 
y^ry nature, depending on tke object itself; tke 
: second, tke unreal appearance, depends on vsome 
• otker tiling for its manifestation. In a mirage tke 
rays of tke sun are a reality, but tkeir appearance 
.as water is unreal and depends on sonietking else, 
lke impressions (Saniskaras) produced by seeing 
w'ater tdsewdiere before. X’kat wdiick is real always 
.continues to be so, but tke unreal is ever ckanging, 
Brakniaii, tke IleaJity, remains unckanged; bnfc 
Hay.i and its products, wdiick are assumed to exist 
in lirukman, are unreal and tkerefore evercliang- 
ing, yet experienced by us. Tke world pkeno- 
niena are neitker real nor unreal, nor botk; tkey 
.are unspeakable (Anirvaclianiya). 

Definition of Super imfosition According 
TO Other Schools 

Tlie four sekools of pkilosopky in Bnddkism 
•define superiniposition as “tke snperimpoaition of 
tke attributes of cue tiling on anotker’*. Tkey 
■maintain tkat in superimposition forms of cogni- 
tion, or modes of tke internal organ in tke form of 
the object, are superimposed on an external object 
wkick itself may be real or illusory. Tke Prabka- 
karas refute tkis definition, for according ’ t'o tke 
Buddhists there is no separate entity called tke 
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Seif apart from consciousness (Vijuana). Tlie Self 
is but a form of consciousness* If in an illusion,*, 
wiiere a rope is taken for a snake, tke snake also 
be a form of cognition, tken our experience ought 
to be of the kind, ‘'1 am a snake^^ or “My snake”,, 
and not as “This is a snake”. Therefore Prabha- 
karas define superimposition as “an error arising 
from the non”i)ercex5tion of the difference of that 
which is superiini-^osed from that on which it is- 
superimposed”. There is no pqsitive wrong or 
illusory knowledge, but a mere non-perception of 
the difference between two real experiences, one 
of which is a past experience. Where a mother- 
of-pearl is taken for silver, the difference between, 
the mother-of-pearl seeji at the moment and the 
silver remembered is not perceived. Naiyayilva.s. 
refute this definition on the ground that mere- 
non-perception of the difference cannot induce ns 
to aelion. Put as a matter of fact we are tempted, 
to possess the vsilver seen in a moth er-of -pear] . . 
Where there is no positive knowledge, as, for 
example, in profound sleep (Sushux)ti), there is no> 
activity. It is positive knowledge that is res- 
ponsible for our activity, as we find from our 
experience in the dream and waking states. ISTor- 
can a mere remembrance induce us to action. So 
in illusion we are conscious of silver as a reality 
present before us, and not as a mere remembrance. 

The Kaiyayikas therefore define superimposi- 
tion as “the fictitious assumption of attributes- 
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•.(like those of silYer) (•oufrtuy to ike natxire of the 
the luoilior-of-peurl) ou wkick «ome- 
.tkhig' else (silver; is superiiuposed’h An identity 
is established betv?een the okjeet present before ns 
.(the inotlier-of-i)eiu'l) and ike silver remembered', 
wkicli is not here and non', but imagined, and 
•wdiick e^vUts a rcdliltj m me where else, Xke 
l)ersou is md (umscious that it is only a memory of 
■silver, and not an actuality. This identity 
t between the silver seeji elsewhere and the mother- 
lof-pearl is what g■i^•eH ]'ise to the illusion. X'here 
is thus a p(jsitive faetoi’ in thivS exijerience, which 
is not the case in the PrCibliakaras’ definition. Yet 
it may be questioned how the silver which exists 
elsewhere can be in contact with the senses.; which 
is essential if the silver is to be experienced as an 
-actuality in front of us and not a mere memory. 

, If it be said that there is transcendental contact 
•(Alaukika Jnanalakshniui Sannikarsha) of tlie 
senses with it, then where lire is inf erf eel from 
smoke we can say it is also a case of transcenden- 
tal contact, and infereiUH^ as a means to knowledge 
becomes unnecessary. Therefore we have to 
•accept that in illusion an indescribable (Anirva- 
chaniya) silver is ]jroduced, which is a reality for 
the time being. It is this silver which is directly 
perceived by the senses and gives rise to the 
knowledge, “This is silver”. The silver that is 
seen in the mother-of-pearl is not present some^ 
■where else, for in fliat case it could not have been 
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>sexperiencecl as here, and now ; nor is it in the mind. 
Neither is it a mere nonentity, for then it could 
not have been an object of perception; nor can it 
be inherent in the mother-of-pearl, for in that case^ 
it could not have been sublated afterwards. So 
we are forced to say that the silver has no real 
•-existence anywhere, but has only an apparent 
reality for the time being which is unspeakable. 

This superimposition is called ignbrance 
{(Avidya), metaphorically, the ehect being put for 
the cause. Ignorance does not mean want of 
^knowledge, but that kind of knowledge which is 
rstultihed later on by the knowledge of thing's as 
they are. Its counterpart is ('ailed knowledge 
-^(Vidya). When the >Self is discriminated from its 
limiting adjuncts through A^edantic discipline and 
practice (Sadliana), viz., hearing of scriptural 
texts, reflection, and meditation on them, then 
knowledge dawns, which destroys this supei’- 
imposition. A mere intellectual knowledge is 
however not meant here, but actual realization.' 
•Since through this superimposition the two objects 
■nre not in the least aflected hy the good or bad 
^qgalities of each other, once true knowledge 
da^vns, it roots out ignorance with all its eflects, 
leaving no chance of its cropping up again. The 
^’ecrudescenoe .woul,d liaye been possible if oSying 
to the superimpositio^nr the Self was in kny way 
•contaminated by the.ino^-Sel£ and its properties. 

This siiperimxmsitidn (Adbyasa) due tb ignor- 
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aiica is tlie presiiiiiptioji on wliicli are based tlie- 
distinctions ainon^’ tJie lueaus of knowledge,, 
objects of knowledge, and knowing persons, in our 
career of daily activity, and so are also based all 
•scriptural texts, wbeliier they refer to rituals- 
(Karjua) or loiowltHlgc (Juana). All our experi- 
ence starts in tliis error wliicli identifies tbe Self 
witii tbe body, senses, etc. All cognitive acts- 
ju'esuppose this kind of false identification, for 
witbout it tbe pure vSelf (.’un never be a knower, 
and witbout a knowing personality, tbe means of' 
right knowledge cannot operate. Therefore the- . 
means of right knowledge and tbe scriptural texts- 
belong to tbe sphere of ignorance (Avidya). Tbe^ I 
are meant only for one who is still under ign«>c- J 
ance and has not realized tbe Self. They '"are % 

valid only so long as tbe ultimate Ti’utb is not % 

realized; they have just a relative value. But 
from tbe standpoint of tbe ultimate Truth, our so- | 
called knowledge is all Avidya or no knowledge at f 
all. In tbe phenomenal world, however, they are | 
quite valid and are capable of pi’oducing empiri- '% 
cal knowledge. , I 

That our knowledge (empirical) is no know- M 
ledge at all is further proved by tbe fact that we 
do not differ from animals in the matter of cogni- tl 
tioii. Just as a cow runs away when she sees a 
man with a raised stick in his hand, while she 
approaches one with a handful of green grass, so ; 
also do men, who possess higher intelligence, walk 
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away from wicked persons skouting with, drawn 
swords, while they approach those of an opposite- 
nature. The behaviour of animals in cognition,, 
etc,, is well known to be based on ignorance. 
Therefore it can be inferred that man’s conduct in 
the matter of cognition, etc., so long as they are 
under delusion, is also similarly based. 

It may seem rather strange to say that even 
the scriptures belong to the held of ignorance 
(Avidya); for though in ordinary matters of cog- 
nition, etc., we may resemble animals and act 
through ignorance, yet in matters religious, such 
as the performance of sacrifices, the person whr/ 
engages himself in them has the knowledge that 
the Self is separate from the body, since otherwise 
he cannot expect to enjoy the fruits of his ritualis- 
tic acts in heaven, the body being destroyed at 
death. But we forget that though a person who 
engages himself in ritualistic acts may have a 
knmdedge o-f the Self as distinct from the body, 
yet it is not necessary that he shonld , have a 
knowledge of the real nature of the Self as given 
by tbe Yedanta texts: rather such knowledge is- 
destructive to him. For how can a person who 
knows the Self to be not an enjoyer, agent, and so 
forth undertake any sacrifice enjoined by tbe 
scriptures? Scriptural texts like, ”A Brahmana 
should perform a sacrifice,” are operative only on 
the supposition that attributes such as caste, sthge 
of life, age, and circumsfeances are superimposed^ 
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on file Self, wliich is none of these. Not only is 
ritiralism (Kamakanda) meant for persons under 
ignorance (Avidya), but even so is the Vedanta; 
,for without the distinction of the means of know- 
ledge, objects of knowledge, and knower it is not 
possible to comprehend the meaning of the 
Vedanta texts. A person who is conscious of 
these distinction is under the sway of ignorance 
.(Aviclya), being in the world of duality. But 
there is a d’iherence between VedSnta and ritual- 
ism. While the latter has for its goal that which 
is within the sphere of ignorance, like enjoyment 
in ■ heaven etc., the former helps one to realize 
his time natme, which destroys all ignorance. 

How can ignorance lead to knowledge? 
uBmpirical knowledge can produce transcendental 
knowledge througji its empirical validity. To 
put it in Sri Bamakrishna^s beautiful language, 
“When we run a thorn in our hand we take it 
nut by means of another thorn and throw out both. 
So relative knowledge alone can remove that 
a'elative 'ignorance which blinds the eye of the 
•Self. But such knowledge and such ignorance 
nre both alike included in Avidy^; hence the man 
who attains to the highest Knowledge (Jnana), 
the knowledge of the Absolute, does away in the 
-end with both knowledge and ignorance, being 
free himself from all duality,’’ But before the 
dawning of real knowledge the ' authority of the 
Vedas stands unquestioned, for a knowledge that 
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Jias not been realized cannot prevent a person 
ti'om entering on ritualistic activities. It is only 
.iifter realization that scriptural texts cease to be 
.operative. But before that, “Let tbe scriptures 
be tby authority in ascertaining wbat ought to be 
<lone and wbat ought not to be done. Having 
>known wbat is said .in tbe ordinance of tbe scrip- 
tures tbou sbouldst act bere” (Grita 16.24). But 
when realization dawns, tben, “To- tbe sage wbo 
3ias known tbe Self, all tbe Yedas are of so much 
use as a resenvoir is when there is flood every- 
where’^ (Gita 2.46). It is only for the knower of 
Brahman that they .have no value,, and not for 
sotbers. 


CHAPTER I 


Section i 

Topic 1: The inquiry into Brahman anS 
its pre-requisites » 

arsntr si^rf^itraT ii ? ii 

Now thei'cfore the inquiry 

(into the real nature) Brahman . 

1.. Now (after the attainment of the 
requisite spiritual qualities) therefore (as 
the results obtained by sacrifices etc., are 
ephemeral, whereas, the result of the 
feowledge of Brahman is eternal), the in- 
quiry (into the real nature) of Brahman 
(Which is beset with doubts owing to the con- 
flicting views of various schools of philo- 
sophy, should be taken up). 

At the very beginning the utility of such aui 
inquiry is questioned. 

Objection: Such an inquiry is not worth the* 
trouble. An intelligent man generally does not 
enter into an inquiry about an- object which ia- 
already known, or knowledge of which does nob. 
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serve any useful puri^ose. He is always guided 
ty utility. How Brakiaan is such an object. As 
Brahman pure and unconditioned, there is no 
doubt or indefiniteness about It, for we have such 
definitions as, “Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, 
Infinity'* (Taitt. 3.1). As identical with the Self 
(Atman) — ^which the Vedanta holds — also-, there 
is no doubt about Brahman; for the Self is nothing 
but the object of the notion of T', the empirical 
.•self which is well known to exist as something 
different from the body, senses, etc. Moreover, 
no one doubts his own existence. There is there- 
fore no indefiniteness about Brahman, which 
would induce one to make an inquiry into It. 
The objection that this empirical self is a result of 
superimposition (Adhyasa) of the non-Self on the 
Self and 'vice versa, and is therefore not the true 
Self, cannot be accepted, for such a superiinposi- 
tion between two absolutely contradictory objects 
is not possible. 

Again, the knowledge of this Self or Brahman 
which, as shown above, everyone possesses, cannot 
destroy the world phenomena and help one to 
attain Liberation, for they have been existing 
together side by side ail along from time im- 
memorial. And as there is no other knowledge of 
the 8elf besides ‘Ego-consciousness*, which can be 
called the true knowledge of the Self, there is no 
cfhance of the world phenomena ever ceasing to' 
«:^ist. In other words, the world is a reality, and 
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not soiuetiiing illusory. So tlie knowledge of 
Brakinan serves no useful purpose suoli as th.©- 
attaiument of Liberation from relative existence 
(Sainsara), Lor these i^easouvs an inquiry into 
Brahman is not desirable, 

, Answers : An inquiry into Brahman, is 
desirable, because there is some indefinitenessr 
with respect to It, for we find various- conflicting" 
views concerning Its nature. Diflerent schools' ofi 
philosophy hold cliflerent views, Superimposition 
would have been an impossibility, and there would 
have been no indefiniteness about Brahman, if the 
empirical self had been the real Self. But it is- 
not. The scriptures (Srutis), say that the Self is/ 
free from al], limiting adjuncts and is infinite, all- 
blissful, all-knowing, One without a second, and" 
so on. This the' scriptures repeatedly inculcate, 
aiid .as such it cannot be interpreted in any^ second- ' 
ary or figurative sense. But the empirical self ie 
felt as occupying definite space, as when we say, 
*^1 am in the room’, as involved in manifold 
miseries, as ignorant, etc. How can this kind of 
notion he regarded as the true knowledge of the 
Self? To regard the Self, which is beyond limi- 
tation etc., as being limited etc., is itself an illu- 
sion, and hence sui:>erimposition is a self-evident 
fact. The result of the true Icnowledge of the Self’ 
leads to Liberation and so serves a very, very 
fruitful purpose. Therefore an inquiry about' 
Brahman through an examination of the Yedfint^- 


1 . 1.11 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


25 


texts dealing- with It is worth while and should be 
undertaken. 

The word now in the Sutra is not used te 
introduce a new subject that is going to be taken 
up, in which sense it is generally used in other 
places, as for example, in the beginning of the' 
Yoga-Sutras or the Purva Minihnsa-Sutrasv 
Neither is it used in any other sense, except that 
of immediate consecution, that is, it implies an 
antecedent, which existing, the inquiry about 
Brahman would be possible, and without which it 
would be impossible. This antecedent is neither 
the study of the Tedas, for it is a common reqni- 
site for Pnrva Mim^msa as well as YedSnta, nor 
the Imowledge and performance of rituals pres- 
cribed by the Karmakanda, for these in no way 
help one who aspires after knowledge, but certain 
spiritual requisites. The spiritual requisites, 
referred to are : (1) discrimination between things 
permanent and transient, (2) renunciation of the 
enjoyment of fruits of action in this world and in 
the next, (3) the six treasures, as they are called. 
Viz., not allowing the mind to externalize and 
checking the external instruments of the sense 
organs (Sama and llama), not thinking of things 
of the senses (IJparati), ideal forbearance 
(Titiksha), constant practice to fix the mind in 
Ood (SamSdhana), and faith (Sraddha); and (4) 
the intense desire to be free (Mumnkshntvam) , 
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To'pic 2: Definition of Brahman, 

11 R 11 

Origin etc. sustenance and dissolu- 

tion) of this (world) from which. 

2. (BrahmaB is that OBaniscient, omni- 
potent cause) from which, proceed the origin 
etc, {i.e. sustenance and dissolution) of this 
(world). 

In the i^revious Sutra it has been established 
that an inquiry into Brahman should be made as 
it helps liberation. Knoweldge of Brahman leads 
Liberation. hTow in order that we may attain this 
knowledge of Brahman, It must have some cha- 
by wliich It oah be known; otherwise 
it; is not ])o.-<il)l<? to have such knowledge. The 
opponent holds that Brahman has no such charac- 
teristics by which It can be defined, and in the 
absence of a definition there can be no knowledge 
of Brahman, and consequently no Freedom, 

This Sutra refutes that objection and gives a 
definition of Brahman: ‘‘That which is the cause 
of the world is Brahman*’ * — where , the imagined 
“cause of the world” is indicative of Brahman. 
This is called the Tatastha Lakshana, or that 
characteristic of a thing which is distinct from its 
nature and yet serves to make it l^nown. In the 
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.definition given by tbis Sutra, tbe origin, suste- 
nance, and dissolution are cliaracteristics of tbe 
'world and as sucb are in no way related to Brab- 
iuan, wbicb is eternal and changeless; yet these 
indicate Brahman, which is imagined to be the 
cause of the world, just as an imagined snake indi- 
^cates the rope when we say, “that which is the 
snake is the rope”. 

The scriptures give another definition of 
Brahman which describes Its true nature: “Truth, 
/ Knowledge, Infinity is Brahman.” This is called 
the Svarupa Lakshana, that which defines 

Brahman in Its true essence. These words, 
though they have difi'erent meanings in ordinary 
■parlance, yet refer to the one indivisible 
^ Brahman, even as the words, father, son, brother, 
husband, etc., refer to one and the same person 
;according to his relation with difierent indivi- 
duals. 

It must not however be thought that the 
Kirst Cause of the universe is arrived at by this 
Sutra through mere reasoning', inference, and 
other means of right knowledge usually valid in 
this sense world. Brahman cannot he so estab- 
lished independently of the scriptures (Sruti). 
Though from the eifeot, the world, Ave can infer 
'that it must have a cause, we cannot establish 
with certainty what exactly is the nature of that 
■cause. W-e cannot say that Brahman alone is the 
‘Cause and nothing else, as Brahman is not an 
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object of tile senses. Tlie relation of cause and 
e:ftect can be establisbecl where bo'tb. the objects- 
are iierceived. Inference etc. may give onlvi 
strong suggestions of Brakinan^s being the First 
Cause of the world. A thing established by mere 
inference, however well thought out, is e::Splained 
otherwise by greater intellects. E-easoning also 
is endless accoi'ding to the iutellectiial capacity of' 
people and therefore cannot go far in the ascer- 
tainment of Truth. So the scriptures ought to- 
be the basis of all reasoning. It is experience 
that carries weight, and the scriptures are 
authoj’itative because they are the records of 
the experience of master minds that have come 
face to face with Eeality (Aptav^kya). That is^ 
why the scriptures are infallible. Hence in 
ascertaining the- First Oau^e the scriptures alone 
are authority. 

:fhe prime object of this Sutra,, therefore, is 
not to establish Brahman through inference but 
to discuss scriptural passages r which declare that . 
Brahman is the First Cause — ^texts like: “That 
from which these beings are born, by which they 
live after birth and into which they enter at 
death — ^try to know That. That is Brahman” 
(Taitt. 3.1). The Sutra collects the VedSnta texts^ 
for the full comprehension of Brahman, Once 
the scriptures have declared Brahman to be the 
First -Cause, reasoning etc. may be takeui 
advantage of in so far aa they do not contradict 
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tke pcriptitres, but rather supplement them, hi 
ascertaining the sense of the Yeclanta texts. 
Such reasoning must be corroboratiye of the 
truth inculcated, This kind of reasoning includes 
the hearing- of the texts (>Sravana), thinking about 
their meaning (Manana), and meditation on them 
(Kididhyasana). This leads to intuition. By 
intuition is meant that mental modification 
(Vritti) of the mind (Chitta) which destroys our 
ignorance about Brahman. When the ignorance- 
is destroyed by this mental modification in the* 
form of Brahman (Brahmakara Vritti), Brahman,, 
which is seH-luminous, reveals Itself. In ordi- 
nary perception when we cognize an object the 
mind (Chitta) takes tJic form of the external! 
object, which destroys the ignorance about it, and 
consciousness refiected in this modification o(; the- 
mind manifests the object. In the case of 
Brahman, however, the mental moclification des- 
troys the ignorance, but Brahman, which is con- 
sciousness pure and simple, manifests Itself, 
being self'luminoiivs. That is why the scriptures 
describe Brahman as MSbt this’, ‘IS'ot this’, thus- 
removing the ignorance about It. Kowhere 
Brahman described positively, as ‘It is this’, ‘It 
is this’. 

There is thus a difierence between an inquiry 
into Brahman and an inquiry into religious duty 
(Dharma dijnasa). In the latter case, the scrip- 
tures alone are authority., Purva Mimams^ says^ 
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that if you do suck and suck a tkiug, you will get 
suck and suck results. It is sometking yet to 
come and does not exist at Ike time. So no otker 
jproof is available legarding the truth of these 
.statements except faith in them. But Vedanta 
speaks about Brahman, which is an already exist- 
ing entity, and not dej^endent on human ■ 
‘endeavour. Therefore besides faith in the scrip- 
tural texts there are other means available to 
'Corroborate its statements. That is why there is 
room for reasoning etc. in Vedanta. 

Topic S: Brahman cognimhle only through 
the scriptures. 



^(^-^itof^The Scripture being the means of 
right knowledge. 

*3. The scriptures (alone) being the 
means of right knowledge (with regard to 
Brahman, the proposition laid in Sutra 2 
becomes corroborated). 

This Sutra makes the idea expressed in Sutra 
2 clearer. If any doubt has been left regarding 
the fact that Brahman as the origin etc. of the 

This Sutra can also be interpreted in another way* 
It has been said in Sutra 2 that Brahman, which is the 
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world is established by scriptural authority and. 
not by inference etc, independently of it, tbis^ 
Sutra makes it clear that Srutis alone are proof, 
about Brahman. 

Ohjection: Brahman is an already existing 
thing like a pot, and so It can be Imown by other 
means of right knowledge independently of the 
scriptures. 

Answer: Brahman has no form etc. and so- 
cannot be cognized by direct perception. Again, 
in the absence of inseparable characteristics, as- 
smoke is of fire, It cannot be established by- 
inference or analogy (TJpamana). Therefore, Ik 
can be known only through the scriptures. The- 
scriptures themselves say, “One who is ignorant’ 
of the scriptures cannot know that Brahman^\. 
No doubt, as already referred to in the previous 
Sutra, these means of right knowledge also have- 
a scope, but it is only after Brahman is establish- 
ed by the scriptures — as supplementary to them^ 
and not independent of them. 

cause of this manifold universe, ^must naturally.be omni- 
scient. This Sutra corroborates it. In that case it would 
read; “(The omniscience and omnipotence of Brahman 
follow from Its) being the source of the scriptures.” The 
scriptures declare that the Lord Himself breathed forth'' 
the Vedas^^ So He who has produced these scriptures^ 
containing such stupendous knowledge cannot hut be 
omniscient dnd omnipotent. 
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Topic 4:. Brahman the main purport of 
all Vedanta texts. 

^ ^ II 

^That 3 but because It is tbe main 

purport. 

4. But that (Brahman is to be known 
only from the scriptures and not independ- 
^entiy by any other means is established) 
because It is the‘ main purport (of all 
.Vedflnta texts). 

Objection bij Furva Mimdinsakas : The 

Vedanta texts do not refer to Brahman. The 
Vedas cannot possibly aim at g-iying information 
.'regarding such self-established, already existing 
objects like .Brahman, which can be known 
"through other soxirces. They generally give in- 
formation only about objects that cannot be 
known through other means of right knowledge, 
'and about the jueans to attain such objects. 
Again Brahman, which is our own Self, can 
neither be desired aior shunned and as such cannot 
be an object of human efiort. So a mere state- 
ment of fact about an existing object Tike , 
Brahman, incapE^ble of being desired or shunned 
• and tlierefore useless, would make the scriptures 
,pui 7 ioseless. . , 

Vedic passages, have a meaning only in so, far 
as they are related to some action. ,'So ,,the 
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VeJaiita texts, to have a meaning, must be so 
-ooustrned as to be connected with, action (rituals), 
.as supplementing them with some necessary in- 
formatioji. The texts dealing with the individual 
soul ill the Yedanta, therefore, refer to the agent; 
those dealing with Brahman refer to the Deities; 
.and those dealing with creation refer to spiritual 
practices (Badhanas). In that case, being supiile- 
.mentary to action, the Vedanta texts will have a 
purpose. But if they are taken to refer to 
Brahman only, they will he meaningless, inas- 
much as they will not be helpful to any action. 

An,iwer\ The word but in the Sutra retiitos 
•nil these objections. The Yedanta texts refer to 
Brahman only, for all of them have Brahman for 
their mam toiiic. The main purport of a treatise 
is gathered from the following characteristics: 
►(1) Beginning and conclusion, (2) repetition 
j(3) uniqueness of subject-matter, (4) fruit or result 
'(5) praise, and (0) reasoning. These six help 
to arrive at the real aim or purport of any work. 
In chapter six of the Chhandogya TJpanishacl, 
for example, Brahman is the main purport of all 
the paragraphs; for all these six characteristics 
IDoint to Brahman. It begins, “This universe, my 
boy, was but the Beal (Sat), in the begining” 
(Chh. 6.2.1), and concludes by saying, “In it all 
that exists has its self. It is true. It is the 
Self” (Ibid. 6.15.2) — which also refers to the Sat 
or Brahman. In the frequent repetition, “Thou 
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art That, 0 Svetahetu^^, the same Brahman is. 
referred to. The unicxiieness of Brahman is quite 
apparent, as It cannot be realized either by direct 
perception or inference in the absence of form etc. 
and cliaracteristics respectively. Reasoning also, 
has been adopted by the scriptures here by citing 
the example of^clay to elucidate their point. As. 
different objects are made out of clay, so are all 
thing's created from this Brahman. The descrip- 
tion of the origin of the .universe from Brahman,, 
and of its sustenance by and reabsorption in It is. 
by way of praise (Arthavada). The result or fruit 
(Phala) is also mentioned, viz., that through the- 
knowledge of Brahman everything else is known. 
When we realize Brahman the universal Reality, 
we know all the particulars involved in It. So all 
these six characteristics go to sliow that the main 
topic of the VedSnta texts, as cited above, is 
Brahman. 

Again, these texts cannot be made to refer to 
the agent etc., for they are treated in quite a' 
different section from the Karmakanda. Neither 
are the texts useless, for from the comprehension 
of these texts results Liberation, without any 
reference to action on the part of the person, even 
as a 3nere statement that it is a rope and not a 
snake helps to destroy one's illusion. A mere 
intellectual grasp of the texts, however, will not 
help the person to attain Liberation; actual 
realization is what is meant here. 
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Objection : The scriptures liave a purpose m 
so far as they lay clown injunctions for man. They 
either induce him to or prohibit him from sOm© 
action. The very meaning* of the word ‘SSstra’ is 
this. Even the V^eclanta texts are related to in- 
junctions and thus have a purpose. Eor though 
they have Brahman for their main purport, yfet 
they do not end there, but after describing the 
nature of Brahman they enjoin on man to realize 
Brahman through intuition- ‘‘The Self , is to be 
realized — ^to be ’ heard of, thought about, and 
meditated upon' ’-^in passages like this; the scrips 
tiires, after enjoining on man to be conversant, 
first with the nature of Brahman, further enjoin 
thinking and meditation on the meaning of those 
passages for the attainment of direct experience. 
Thus they formualte injunctions with regard tO' 
the knowledge of Brahman. ' 

Ansxoer: “He who knows the Supreme 

Brahman becomes Brahman indeed” (Mu. 3. 2. 9) 
— texts like this show that to know Brahman is to- 
become Brahman. But since Brahman is an. 
already existing entity, we cannot say that to 
know Brahman involves an act, like a ritualistic 
act, having for its result Brahman. When igno- 
rance is removed Brahman manifests Itself, even 
as when the illusion of the snake is removed the’ 
rope*' manifests itself. Here the rope is not th<^: 
creation of ^y act. The identity of ; the . iPdivh: 
'diual - soril and Brahman .set forth in texts likev 
B.S.- — B 
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VI am BraKman’^ (Brik. 1. 4. IQ), is not a fancy 
•or imagination, but an actuality, and tkerefore 
'differs Irom meditation and devout worship’ as 
prescribed by the scriptures in texts like, “One 
.should meditate on the mind as Brahman”, and 
“'The Sun is Brahman” (Chh. 3. 18. 1.; 3. 19. 1). 
The knowledge of Brahman,, therefore, does noh 
•depend on hiunan 'endeavour, and hence it is^ inir 
po^iisible to connect ‘Bitihiinan or tlie- knowledge; of, 
It with any action. Neither can Brahman be Said!, 
to be the object of the act of knowing; for there 
jpre texts, like, “It is difterejifc from the known, t 
.again It is beyond the. unknown” (Ken. 1. 4), and 
'“Through what, 0 Maitreyi, cun the knbwer he. 
ilmoun?” (Brih. 2. 4. 14)., In the same- way- 
iBrahnmm is denied as an object of devout worship 
— “Know that alone to be Brahman, not 
that which people adore here” (Ken, ,1. 5). The 
' iscriptiireSj therefore, never describe Brahman as 
this or- that, but only negate manif oldness which is,' 
-false, in texts like, “There iS no mahif oldness in 
It” (Katli. 2. 4. 11), and “He who sees tiaanifold- 
meSs in It goes from death to death” (Kath: 

4 , 10 ) . 

‘ Horeoyer, the- a^esnlt of action is either crea- 
tion, niodiEoation:, puiificatioh or. attainment; 
Ndne of these is applicable to the? iknowledg® of ^ 
Brahman; ' which is the- sajhe thing aS liihenation. . 
If Liberation were created t>r modified, if would 
aiot be permanent, and ho^ school of iphrlosdphers. ie^' 
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jf3rei)a3‘ed to accept suck a contingency. Since 
Brakraan is our Inner Self, we cannot attain It by 
..any action, as a village is attained by our act of 
gO'ing*. Nor is there any room for a purificatory 
..ceremony in the etea^ually pu]‘e Self. 

Knowledge itself, again, cannot be said to be 
ian activity of the mind. An action depends upon 
diuinan endeavour aiid is not bound lip with the 
.nature of things. It can either be done, or not 
nlone or modified by the agent. Knowledge, bn the 
other hand, does not depend upon htimaln notibna, 
.but cm the thing itself. It is the rtesiilt of thd 
mieans, .having for its objects existing; * thing.s. 
Knowledge can thej’efoi'e neither be made, nor not 
.made, nor modified. Altiiougli mental, it difiers 
fi^oni such meditations as “Man is fire, 0 
ifxautama^’, “Woman is fire^% etc. (Chh. 5. 7. 1; 
,5. 8. 1). 

Thus Brahma^! or the knowledge of Brahman 
rbeing lin .no way connected with action, injunc- 
tions have no place with regard' to , It. Therefore 
texts like, “The .A.tman is to be realized^" etc;, 
though imperative in character, < do not lay down 
saiiy injunction, but are intended to turn the mind 
mf the aspirant from things external, which keep 
one bound to this relative existence, and direct it 
inwards. Further it is not true ' that the scriptures 
oan have a i)urpo.se if only they enjoin' bf 
g[>rohibit some action, for even by’ describing exisif- 
Siig’ things .they .serve .a useful purpose, if thereby 


38 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[1.1.4 


tiiey. coiidu,ce io tlie well-beijig of mail, and what 
can do.-'th.is bettjer tb.an tlie knowledge of Braliman, 
wbicb results in Liberation? Tlie compreben&ion 
of, includes bearing, reasoning, and 

meditation. Mere bearing cloes not result in full 
cpmprebension or realization of Brabman. Reason- 
ing and meditation are also subservient to that full 
comprebension. Hence it cannot be said that they 
are enjoined. If after full comprebension 
Brahman was found to be related to some injuno* 
tion, tbep only it could be said to be supple*^ 
mentary to , action. 

)So Brabman is in no way connected. witlV 
action. All tbe Yed^nta te^its deal witb an 
independent topic, wbicb is. Brabman, and these 
texts are tbe only proof of tbis Brabman, as it is^ 
not possible to know It tbxongb any other source w 

So far it bas been shown in tbe previous Sutins- 
that all tbe Yed^nta texts refer , exolnsxvely to 
Brabman without 'any connection whatsoever witb 
action, and that Brabman is tbe omniscient, omni- 
potent cause of tbe origin etc. of ibis universe^ 
Here, tbe vSankbyas raise an objection: Tbe 
Yedanta^ texts about creation do not refer to 
Brabmcyi but to tbe unintelligent Pradbana made 
up of tbe three Gunas (constituents)i — Sattva,. 
Rajas, and Tamas, as the Pirst Cause. The 
Pradli^na is omnijjotent witb respect to its eiffects.. 
Again the PradHna bas Sattva for - one of its com*- 
ponents, of wbicb, : according to Smriti (Gitd 
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14. 17), knowledge is an attribute, Tlierelore tbe 
Pradbana can figuratively be said to be omni- 
scient, because, of its capacity for all knowledge. 
To Brakman, on the other hand, which is isolated 
and pure intelligence itself, you cannot ascribe all- 
kiiowingness . or x>artial- knowledge, kloreovex, as 
the 'Pradh^a has three components, it seems 
reasonable tliat it alone is caiDable of undergoing 
moditi cations, like clay, into various objects of 
name and form, and not Brahman, which is un- 
compounded, homogeneous and unchangeablGi 
Moreover, the First Cause is an already existing 
entity and so can be established by inference from 
its effects and even the scriptures recommend 
inference of the cause from the effect. So what the 
Yedanta texts about creation say with respect to 
the First Canse holds good, and more aptly so, in 
the case of the Pradhana, and therefore it is the 
First Cause referred to by the scriptures. 

T'opic o: 2' he First Cause an intelligent 

principle. > 

Hiitras 5-11 refxite these arguments, of the 
Sfinlhyas and establish Brahman as tlie First 
'Qau'se. The discussion mainly refers to the sixth 
•chapter of the Chhandogya UiDanishad. 

^ n 

On account of tbinkiug (.soeiug) ^ is not 
not based on the scriptures, ' 
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5. ' On accoant of thinking (being attri- 
^ -bated to the First Cause by the scriptures,, 

’ the Pradih4na) is not (the First Cause' refer- 
red to by them) ; (Pradhana) is not. based! 
oh the scriptures. 

, The First Ca^ise is vsaid, iir' the |cripttix’e^, to* 
have willed or thought before ;creati(3)in,;. '‘TidS' 
ipiiAH'rae., my dear, was ha.t the Peal,, (Sat) ih the 
begin uing — One only ^ without a .s,ec 9 ud. ! Ik 
thought, ‘may I he many, hiay I grow!' and , It 
projected hre" (Chh. 6 . 2. 2-3). “It (the Atman)’ 
willed, ‘Let me project Avorlds!' So It projectecT 
these woidds” (Ait, 1. 1. 1-2), Such tliinldug or- 
wiUing is not possible to the insentient Pradhana. 
It is: possible only if the First Cause is an intelli-- 
,g;ent principle liJte Brahman, , , 

,The all-knowingnesB attributed tp the Pra-* 
dlnlna bticaiise of its:S.attYa component is inadmis- 
sible, as SattAn is not predominant in the 
Pradhana, since all the three Ounas are in a 'state* 
of equilibrium. If In spite of this it is said' to be' 
capable of prodgcing Icnowledge, then tlie other 
two Gfima’s must be equaJly capable of retarding 
lorowledge.. So while Sattva will make it all- 
knowing, Bajas and Tnmaa wdll make it partly- 
knowing, which i^ a doutracliction. : 

That all -knowiognesai and,, creation are not 
pos.sible to Brahman, which is pure- intelligence- 
itself and iinchangeahle, is also not trudi; For- 
Brahman can be all-knowirig and creatiV.e .thnouglb 
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Maya. So Bralimao, the Sat of the text quoted/f. 
which thought, is the Pirst Cause. 

The Sankhyas again try to avoid the. diftl-- 
culty created by thinking being attributed to the; 
Shrst Cause thus : In the same text quoted above- 
it is said further on, “That fire thought, ‘may I, 
be many, may I grow V and it projected, water 
. . . . Water thought, ... it projected earth”’ 
(Chh. 6. 2. 3-4). Here fire and water are material 
things, and yet thinking is attributed to them., 
Similarly the thinking by the,- Sat (Beal), in the. 
text originally quoted, can also be. taken figurat- 
ively, in which case the Pradhdna, though in- 
sentient, can yet be the Pirst 'Cause. 

This argument the following Sutra refutes., 

^ II ' 

secondary (figurative) if (it be said) 
not been use of tJie word ‘Self ^ (Atman). 

6. If it be said (that ‘thinking’) is 
used in a secondary sense (with regard to Sat);, 
(we say) not, so, because of the word ‘Self’ (by 
which the First Oause is referred to in the- 
scriptures). 

' The ' Sat (Beal) of *the text cited in the* 
previous Sutra after creating fire, water, etc, 
thought, “Let me now enter into these , three? 
as this living self (Oiva) and evolve names and 
forms” (Chh. '6'. 3. 2.). The Sat, the Hirst Causk^ 
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refers to tke intelligent i>rinciple, tlie Jiva-^ as its 
self. Tlie insentient Pradtana cannot refer to an 
intelligent princij^le like tke Jiva as its self or as 
its own nature. 

Tke SSnkkyas again try to ward' off tKi^ 
objection by saying that tbe word ‘Self’ '(-^tman) 
is equally used to refer to intelligent and non- 
intelligent things, as, for example, in' expres- 
sions like Bhntatmn (the self of the elethents), 
Indf’iyitma (the self of the senses), etc., and so 
can be used in connection with the Ptadh^a also^ 
The next Sutra refutes this argument. 

^ II 

To one who is ‘devoted to that (Sat) 
fl*f5jnj%??n^})eoause Liberation is deolgred-: ; 

. 7, (That Pradhtoa cannot be desig- 
nated "by the word ‘Self’' is estkfelished) be- 
cause Liberation is declared to one who is 
devoted to that Sat (the Lirst Cause), 

The sixth chapter of the Ohhandogya 
TJpauishad ends by instructing Svetaketu thnS : 
^‘ThoU art that/’ An intelligent being such as 
Svetaketu cannot he identified with the insentient 
Pradhgna. Moreover, in section .14, paragraphs- 
2-3 of this chapter, Liberation is said to result to 
one who is devoted to this Sat, and it cannot 
result from meditation on the , insentient Pra- 
dharia. Por these reasons, given in the previous 
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Sutra and in tliis, tke ‘Sat,’ ■ tke Tirst Cause, 
•does not reter to the PradhSna to an intelli- 
;gent principle. 

11 d n 

’ Fitness to hn abandoned not being 

stated (by t)ie scriptiii'cs ) ^ and. 

8. And because it is not stated (by 
vtiie scriptures) that It (Sat) has to be 
abandoned, fPradhana cannot be denoted 
rby the word ‘Sat"). 

If the intention of, the scriptures had been ro 
take the asphant step by step from .grosser . to 
■subtler truths till finally the real nature of the 
Atman was presented to him, aird for this pui'x>ose 
.they had referred to the Pradhana— denoted by, 
the word ‘Sat’ according to the Sankhyas — as the 
Self, then there would hin^e been later on a state- 
nnent to the effect that this ^ Pradhana must be 
dropj^ed, for it was not the real Self. But there is 
no such statement in the texts in question. On 
the contrary, the whole chapter of the Ohhfin- 
dogya IJi>anishad, in which the texts occur, deals 
with the Self as nothing but that Sat. Moreover, 
•■this chapter begins with the question, “What is 
•that which being known everything is known?” 
]N’ow if the Pradhana were the First Cause, then 
iby knowing it everything would be known, which 
ds nofe a fact. The enjoyer (Purusha), which, is 
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differeiit from it, not 'being a product of tlie^ 
Pradhana like the objects of enjoyment, cannot 
be kaoTvn by knowing the Pradb^na. Therefore 
the Bradhana is not the Birst Cause, knowing- 
which everything is known, according to the- 
scriptures. ' Such a view will contradict , the • 
irreinise. 

^cWcTJl II 

account of resolving or merging, in 

one/s own Self. 

9. On account of (the individual soul)> 
merging in its own Self (or 'the universal 
Self referred to as the Sat, in deep sleep, 
the Pradh^na cannpt be denoted by the - 

y^ord 'Self'). 

'‘'When a man is said to he thus asleep, he is 
nnitcid willi the Sat, my child — he xherges in his^ 
ovu Self*' (Ciiii. 6. S. IX Here it is tanglit that 
the individnal soul merges in the Sat, and as it is 
impossible for the intelligent sonl to merge in the- 
insentieht Bradhana, the latter cannot he the • 
Bii\st Canse denoted by the word ^SaP in the test. 

^rfOTfTRrr^ On account of tlic uuiformity of views, . 

10. Because ■ (all the . Vedanta' texts) 
uniformly refer to (an intelligent principle* 
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as the rirst Cause, Brahman is to be takem 
as that Cause). 

See Clili. r. 2G. 1, Pr. 3. 3, Taiit. 2. 1, etc. 
The scriptures tliemselves say, “Whom all the- 
Yedas proclnira’' (KatL., 1. 2. 15). 

inm 

. Being declared by tlie Vedas ^ also. 

11. (The all-knowing Brahman alone- 
is the First Cause of this -world) because- 
(it is so knowni directly) from the Vedas- 
also, 

‘^He Ib tile C arise, ibe Lord oi tbe ruler of, 
tbe sense oi’guns (liTatman) and lias neither 
parent nor Lord" I'Svet. 6. fJ) — -vvliere ‘He’ refers^ 
to the . all-lmowing Lord described in that chapter. 

Therefore it is establislied that the oxniii- 
seient, omnipotent Brahman is the First C.anse’ 
and not the insentient Pradhaiia or anything else. 

From Sutra 12 onwards till practically the^ 
end of the -first chapter a new topic is taken np 
for discussion, whether certain terms found" 

in the' IJpanisliads are used in their ordinal^ 
senses or as referring to Bi’ahman, Again the* 
Hpanislmds speak of two types of Brahman, the 
Nirgnna ox Brahman withont attributes and the, ^ 
Sagnnd or Brahman with attributes. It is the* 
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latter wliicli is witkin tke domain of ISfescience 
and is tke object of meditation (Up^sana), wkich. 
is of different kinds yielding* different results; 
wkile tke Nirgiina Brakinan, wkicix is free from 
all imaginary limiting adjuncts of tke otker type 
is tke object of Knowledge. Meditation on tbe 
;Saguna Brabman cannot lead to immediate Libe- 
ration. It can at best lead to gradual Liberation 
(Krama-Miikti). Tbe knowledge of tbe Kirguna 
Brabman alone leads to immediate Liberation. 
Kow in many places in tbe Lpanisbads Brabman 
is described apparently with qualifying adjuncts; 
yet tbe scriptures say tbat tbe knowledge of that 
Brabman leads to immediate Liberation, If 
Brabman is worshipped as limited by those 
adjTincts, it cannot lead to such Liberation. But 
if tbese qualifying adjuncts are regarded as not 
being ultimately aiitied at by tbe Sruti, but used 
merely as indicative of Brabman, then these very 
texts would refer to tbe Kirguna Brabman and 
Liberation would be the immediate result of 
knowing tbat Brabman. So by reasoning we have 
to arrive, at a conclusion as to tbe true significance 
of these texts, which obviously have a doubtful 
import. , 

Tbe issue of tbe Saguna and l^irguna 
Bvaliman. as shown above is not, however, kept up 
ull through, for in many places it is not between 
.them but between tbe Saguna Brabman and tbe 
anflividual soul or something else. * 
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Topic 6: Concerniu g "'the Self^ consisting of 
hliss’' . 



3?FF^^r2f: “The Self consisting of bliss’'’ 
because of the repetition. 

12. (In the passage) ‘'The Self con- 
sisting of bliss*’ etc, (Brahman, which is'- 
spoken of as the tail, is put forward as ani 
independent entity and not as something 
subordinate to Anandamaya, the Self con- 
sisting of bliss) on account of the repetition 
(of Brahman as the main topic in many 
passages of that chapter). ' 

In topic 5 the word ‘thinldng’ attributed to- 
the First Cause is interpreted in its direct sense >. 
thus estabiisliing the intelligent principle 
Brahman as the First Cause, and the figuratiye,- 
meaning, which would have established the- 
PradhSna, is thrown, out as being clontltful. But 
here such a thing, that is, the establishing oi 
Brahman, is impossible, for the terms denoting^ 
parts allow no room for douht, thus making it 
impossible to interpret the texts as referring to^ 
Brahman. This connects the present topic with 
the last one by way of objection. 

The pa.ssage in question is: “Biffereiit from 
this self, which consists of under, standutg 
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(A^ijnauamaya), is tlie inner sell wliicli consists of 
.bliss .... Joy is tlie bead, satisfaction is its right 
wing, rai^tnre is' its left A\dng, bliss its trunk, 
3ralunan is the tuiJ, the supi:)ortV (Taitt. 2. 5). 
The iSutra says that here llrabinun, which is 
.vSpofeen of as the tail, is treated as an inde])ehdeiit 
-entity and is 3iot to be taken as a part of “the self 
..consisting of bliss,.’’ fur ‘tail’ , here does not meaji 
^tbe limb, in which sense it is generally used, but 
.the siq^port of the individual soul anude uj) of 
“the self consistiiig of bliss”, as Bralintan ds the 
. s\ihs'f.ratuju of the imaginary individual' soul. 
This, conclusion is arrived at, because Brahman 
without any limiting adjuncts whatsoever, is ' again 
.and again reiterated in, these Taittiriya texts. 

1 Sutras 12-10 :nc iid.(‘Ti)r(?ic(l by the Yritti- 
kara (who is probably 'rV»avurshiu as follows: The 
Taittiriya IJpaidshad^^'^^^ after ‘ enumerating' 
.ih^ ■ selves condsting of' food, vital force, 
nimtd, and ' understanding^ speaks' ' of ‘ ‘the self 
• consisting of bliss” in the passage c[nbted abbve, 
^’Taitt. 2. o). The question ‘is whether this refers 
ito the individual soiil or Brahman. The bppoh'ent 
.ihbkls that it refers to the ahctividhal soul, bebause 
the word * ‘Anandaihaya* denotes a ihodificatioh 
..and therefore cannot refer to 'Brahman, which is 
unchangeable, hforeover, five dif:erent parts are 
■enumerated of this Anahdamaya,' tlie .Self con- 
sisting of bliss; this is not possible in the case of 
.Brahman, which is withoiit parts, Sutra.s 12-19. 
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^■according to tliis interxw’etation, maintain tlxat 
‘Anaiidainaya^ tbe self consisting of bliss, refers 
to Braliiiian on account of lire repetition of ibe 
Avord ‘Anandamaya' . in these Taittiriya texts. 
Bepetition has already been said to be one of the 
4 iharacteristics by which the subject-mat her of a 
passage is ascertained. Brahman, again, has 
been proved to be the main topic of the Vedanta 
dexis (Oh. 1, iSec. 1, Sutra 4). Therefore 

'Aninidaiuaya^ refers to Brahman. Moreover, 

the opening Avords of the second chapter ol . the 
Taittiiiya Dpanishad, “Truth, ^Khowledge, 
Infinity is Brahman” (Taitt. 2. 1), anct texts, like 
“'He projected iOl this” (Taitt. 2. 6), make it 
^clear tiiat Brahman is the toj)ic. The termination 
'‘jnayat^ is also not out of i)lace in lirahna-an^ for' 
it is used here to denote an abundance . of bliss, 
"The possession of a body liaviiig i)arts is also 
.ascribed to It, only because of the. immediately 
{preceding limiting condition, • rw., the .self consist- 
ing of understanding and does not really belong to 
It. ' Hence “tbe self consisting, ol bliss” is,- the 
highest Brahman. 

8ankara objects to this • interpretation of, the, 
Sutras and says that Anandamaya cannot' be tbe. 
highest Brahman, hirst of all, there , is no justi- 
fioatien, for suddenly .changing the interpretation 
of the affix inayah from mcdification in the Case 
fof Vijn&nainaya, PrEnamaya, etc., iu' the. preceding, 
(passages to in; the case of Anandamay^ , 
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so as' tO' make tkis word refer to Bralimau. 
Again tke Tery idea of preponderanne or abund- 
anoe of bliss suggests tkat tkere is also misery in 
it, kowevOi? Sligkt. Suck an idea witk respect io 
BrkHman is absurd. So Sanlvara replaces tkis 
interpretation of tke Sntras, wkick Anandagirt 
attributes to tke AMttikfira, by anotker, wkick we 
kaTS reproduced aboye.] 

ft'RTCoswJtfir %[ , sr, JtT5*ri^ii n 

On, account of a word ( taiF ) deno- 
ting part ff is not if it b(‘ said »r not so 

on account ol: ubundainv* (oti terms denot- 
ing, parts). 

13. If it be said ’(that. Brahman) is 
not (spoken af as an independent entity in 
the passage) on account of a word (‘tail') 
denoting part, (we reply) not so, on account 
of nhundance (of terms denoting parts). 

Owing to tke abundance of pkraseology de- 
noting parts or limbs in tke Taittiriya texts S.1-5, 
Brakinan is designated as tke tail just to keep up 
tke' foregoing imagery; but it is not intended to 
conyey tke idea tkat Brakinan is actually a pact 
or member of “tke self consisting ot Miss''. Tk% , 
abject of tke scriptures is to teack tke' knowledge* 
of tke real Self. ' If tke “self consisting of biigis''^ 
were tke real Self, tke scriptures would refer to» 
this in tke concluding tessbs,^ but as a matter of. 
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fact tliey do not; on the other hand they refer to 
the jSTirgnna Brahman, which is therefore the real 
subject-matter. Brahman’s being the. tail means, 
not that It is a parf, but that It is the main sup- 
port or abode of everything. 

/ il II 

Because (It) is declared to be tlie 
cause of it ^ and. 

j 14. And because (Brahman) is declared 

' to be the cause of it (the self consisting of 

I bliss, Brahman cannot be taken^ as a part 

i of Jfc.) 

^ ^ Brahman is the cause of everything, even of 

“the self consisting of bliss”, as also of the four 
earlier named ones, the self consisting of 

[ ^ food, vital force, mind, and understanding. “He 

f ' projected all this whatever there is” (Taitt. 3. 6)* / 
I The cause cannot be a part of the effect. 


Tl^at which has been referred to in 


the Mantra portion Tir^ the very same ^ moreover 
is sung. 

15. Moreover that very Brahman 
which has been referred to in the; ^ Mantfa> 
portion is sung (in this, Br^hman^ pa^sage> 
, ^ , the ^il). 


B.S. — 4 
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Tlie second cliapter of tiie Taittiriya Upa- 
nisliad begins^ “He wlio knows Brakmaii attains 
tke Higkest .... Brahman is Truth, Knowledge 
and Infinity. '' This very Brahman is finally 
declared to be the tail. Otherwise there would be 
a contradiction between the Mantra and Br^hmana 
portions, which cannot be, for the Brhhmanas 
only explain what the Mantras declare. Therefore 
Brahman is the primary subject-matter and is not 
treated as a part of “the self consisting of bliss.’’ 

ii n 

•I not the other ( Jiva) ! on account 

of impossibility. 

16. (Brahman and) not the other (the 
individual soul, is meant here) on account of 
the impossibility (of that assumption). 

He who is referred to in the passage, “The 
self consisting of bliss” etc. is said to be the 
’Creator of everything, “He projected all this 
whatever there is” (Taitt. 2. 6). This the indivi- 
dual soul cannot possibly do and so is not referred 
to in the passage, “The self consisting of bliss” 
etc. 

On account of the declaration of 
difierence and, 

17. And on account of the declaration 
of difference (between the two; i.«*, <the one 
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referred to in the passage, “The self con- 
sisting of bliss' ' etc. and the individual soul, 
the latter cannot be the one referred to in 
the passage). 

That which is referred to in the i)assage, “The 
self consisting of bliss’ ^ etc. is said to be of the 
essence of flavour, attaining which the individual; 
«oul is blissful, “It (That which is referred to in 
iho „passage, “The self consisting of bliss” etc.) is 
flavour; only after attaining (this essence of) 
flavour is this (soul) blissful” (Taitt. 2. 7). Now 
that which is attained and the attained cannot he 
the same. So the individual soul is not referred 
to in that passage under discussion. . ^ 

'BfTTFfl On account of the word ‘bliss^ literally 
■‘dGsil’e^ (denoting Brahman) ^ and 
'(Anandaraaya also) cannot be inferred as 
Brahman. 

18. And on account of the word 'bliss', 
literally ‘desire’, (referring to Brahman), 
^(yoii) cannot infer , (Anandamaya is also 
“Brahman, since the suffix ‘mayat’ is used to 
4ehote modification). 

In the scriptures the word ^bliss’ is often used 
tfor Brahman; from this we cannot infer that 
Anandamaya, the self consisting of bliss, is also 
Trahman, for the sufllx ‘mayat’ shows that it, is' 
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a modification.', Tliis sets aside tlie whole of tW 
iiiterpretatioiii of the VrittikSra, mentioned, under. 
vSutra 12. 

^ ?[nrfer \\ w 

' In this its {the Ji^^^s) ^ also 

, ihergenoe as that teaches. 

19. (The Vedas) also teach of its (the* 

: Jiva's) becoming (on the dawning of Know- 
ledge) one with this (referred to in the 
passage under discussion). ^ 

Since the individual soul, on the dawning of 
Knowledge, becomes one with that which iS' 
referred to in the passage under discussion, the- 
latter must he JBrahman. 

HenCe ‘^^he self consisting of bliss” is in no- 
way the principal topic of these texts.. It is 
which is the support of everything that 
is , dealt with as an independent entity in 'the 
texts. 


Topic 7: The person in the .nm and the 
eye is Bmhnian. 


\\\ n 

Within because Its characteris- 

tics arc mentioned. 


20. (The one) within (the sun and the 
eye is Brahman), because Its: Aaracteristies 
are mentioned, (therein). 
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“Now that golden person who is seen within 
:the sun, with a golden bejird and golden hair'. . . 
as named TJt, for he has risen (udita) above all 
.evils , . . Ri'k and Saman are his joints . . * He 
is the lord of the worlds beyond the sun and of all 
\objecta' desired by the gods” (Chh. 1. 6. 6-8). 
“Now the person who is seen in the eye is Rik; he 
is S avian, Uktha, Yajns, Brahman, The form of 
(that person in the eye is the same as that of the 
other (the person in the sun), the joints of the one 
are the joints of the other, the name of the one is 
the name of the other . . , He is the lord of the 
world beneath the body and of all objeets desired 
by men” (Chh. 1. 7. 5-8). In the last topic, in 
■spite of things to the contrary, the yery fact of 
the repetition of Brahman in the texts helped .us 
to arrive at the- conclusion that Brahman was the 
topic of those texts, following the same argu- 
^ mient, the repetition of abode, form, limitations, 
etc.,, in the texts cited ought, to make some indivi- 
dual soul which has attained to that eminence of 
being the presiding deity of the solar orb, e.nd not 
, Brahman, the topic of theses texts — this is the 
objection. 

The Sutra refutes this and says that the 
pers(jn spoken of is the Highest Brahman, as its 
characteristics — such as being above all evils,/ 
being the self of everything ^like Rik, Yajus, 
.^aman (these few being mentioned only by way of 
exaniple), and his being the lord of the worlds 
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beyond the sim and also of the worlds beneath the ,| 
body — are mentioned. The mention of a parti- T 
cnlar abode, viz., the sun, and the eyO, of form, as^ 
having* a beard/ and being' golden in. colour, and /i1 
’of a limitation of powers is only for the purpose of 
,, meditation (Up asanS). The Highest Uofd may, 
in order to gratify His devout worshippers, assnnie- Jf ' 
through MSy^ any form He likes. It is for the 
convenience of meditation that these limitations-- ; 
are imagined in Brahman, which otherwise, in Its-, 
true nature, is beyond them. 


il W 

account of a distinction being 
made ^ also is different. 


I 

■1 

I 


21. Also on account of a distinctioi> j 
being made (in another text between the two,, | 
>>., the person in the sun, and the indivi- : | 
dual soul animating the sun) (the Lord) is^ rj 
different (from the latter). 

' ' ' ' ' ’ ' ' ' ' ' 'f/V" 

“He who. dwells in the sun and is within the ,',;f 
sun, wlhovi fJve sun does not Jinow, whose .body the 
sun is and who rules the sun from. Within, is thy ^ 
^Self, the ruler within, the imxnortal” (Brih. 3. 7. | 

9)-r-fhis text clearly shows, that the Highest Lord' | 

, is within the sun a^fid yet different from the indivi- | 
dual soul identifying itself with the sun. . This 'I 
. ’confirms the view expressed in the last Sutra. I 
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Topic 8: The word ^Ahdsa' {ether) 
to he understood as Brahman^ 

In the last topic the characteristics like 
“being* above all evil”, etc., being* of doubtful 
import were made to refer to Brahman and not to 
the deity of the solar orb and accordingly the 
mention of form, etc,, were interpreted to be 
imagined in Brahman for the sake of meditation. 
But now the characteristics mentioned in the text 
that are taken up for discussion are not of 
doubtful import but refer clearly to elemental 
ether, so how will you interpret these texts— 
seems to be the view of the objector. 



3IRIRTJ (The word) Ak§>sa on account of 

the characteristic marks of that (Brahman). 

22. (The word) Akasa (ether) ^ (is 
Brahman) on account of the characteristic 
marks of That (i.^.. Brahman) (being men- 
tioned). 

“ *What is the goal of this world?’ ‘Akasa,’ 
he replied. For all these beings take their rise 
from Akasa only and dissolve in it. AkSsa is 
greater than these. It is their ultimate goal.. It 
indeed is the Supreme Udgitha .... He who 
knowing this as such meditates on the Supreme 
TJdgitha ...” (Ohh. 1. 9. 1-2). Here ‘AkSsa’ 
refers to Brahman and not to the 'elemental AkSsa 
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(ether), as the characteristics of Brahman, namely, 
the rise of the entire creation from it and its 
return to it at dissolution are mentioned. No 
doubt these marks may also refer to the ether, as 
th^ scriptures say that from the ether is produced 
ait, from air fire, etc., and they return to the ether 
.at the end of a cycle. But then the force of the 
words ‘all these' and ‘only' in the text quoted 
would be lost. To preserve it the text should be 
taken to refer to, the fundamental cause of all, 
including the ether, which can he Brahman alone. 
The word ‘Akasa' is also used for Brahman in 
other texts: “That which is called' Akasa is the 
reveal er of all forms and names." (Chli. 8. 14. 1). 
Again Brahman alone can be ‘greater than all' 
and ‘their ultilnia:t^ .goal' as mentione,d in the text. 
In otllsi* sctipt'itttd imssages like,, “He is greater 
than the earth. He is greater than the heavens" 
fChh. 0'^ 14.. 3), “Bralunan is !KiioMedg‘e ^ and 
Bliss. It is the ultimate goal of hm who makes 
gifts" (Brih. 3. 9. 28)— these qualities ’ of being 
greater and the ultimate goal of everything are 
mentioned, and therefore this interpretation is 
justified. Etence the ITdgitha in the text cited is 
to be meditated upon not as a eyshbol of the ether 
hut of Brahman. ‘ 


V 
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Topic 9: The word Prana to he understood 
as Brahman, 

^ RTi^r: II II 

SRT For the same reason Upli (the word) 
IPrS^na (refers to Brahman). ’ . 

23. For the same reason (the word) 
‘Trtoa’ (also refers to Brahman). 

'Which is that deity?’ 'Prana/ he said. 
.For all these beings merge in Prana alone and 
■^froin Prana they, arise” (Chh. 1. 11. 4-5). The 
Kiuestion is whethi^r PrastaVa (a division . of 
■ Saman) is a symbol of the vital force or Brahman. 
Here Prana not mean the vital force but 
.Brahman, in which sense it is used in texts like, 
'^The Prana of Prana” (Brih. 4 . 4. 18). Why? 
.Becanse the characteristic of Brahman, "Ail 
these beings merge in Prana,” etc. is mentioned. 
All the Jivas merge in Prana, and that is possible 
.only if ‘Prana’ is Brahman, and not the vital, force 
(the ordinary sense of the word), in which only 
ithe senses get merged in deep sleep. V 

, Topic 10: The. word * light* to \ he understood 
as Brahman, , . : 

; , In the two previous topibs,' on accomnt of the 
^-characteristics of Brahman being .present in the 
■texts quoted, it l^as possible to conclude fhat 
.Sfahman wais referred to in them. The ncxit 
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Sutra takes up for discussion a text wliicli itself 
does not mention tlia characteristics of Brahman^ 
but the text prior to it does. 

Light on account of the men- 

tion of feet. 

24. (The word) light’ (is Brahman)^ 
on account of the mention of feet (in a 
complimentary passage). 

^‘l^ow that light which shines above- this 
hearen, beyond all, . . . Let a man meditate on^ 
tliis*^ etc. (Chh. 3. 13. 7). Here the question is- 
whether the meditation is to be on the light as^ 
such or on Brahman. The Sutra says that light’ 
here does not ^'mean physical light which helps* 
vision, such as the sun, but Brahman, because, 
feet (quarters) are mentioned in a preceding text:| 
*^This much is Its glory, greater than this is the 
Purusha. One foot of It is all being's while Its 
(remaining) three feet are immortal in heaven’ 
(Chh. 3, 12. 6). The Brahman that has been so 
described in this passage is recognized in the one 
first quoted, where light’ occurs, because there 
also it is said to be connected with ‘heaven’. 
Brahman is the subject-matter of not only the* 
preTious texts, but also of the subsequent texts;-, 
for in the section immediately following thab 
which contains tlie passage under .discussion 


I ■" * ■ ' 
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1, {i.G. in Clili. 3.14) Brahman is also the main tbpic., 

'■ It is therefore htit reasonable to say that the inter- 

i Tening section (Chh. . 3. 13) also deals with 

I Brahman. Hence ‘]ight’ here means Brahman. 

[ .The word ‘light’ can be nsed for Brahman, which 

; manifests the world even as light manifests- 

• objects. The mention of limiting adjuncts with 

I respect to Brahman, denoted by the word flight’* 

; is only for the sake of meditation. 

RMl ' , 

SS^sfiji^Hig^Thc metre (Gftyatri) being mentioned 
51 is not ^ %g^if it be said 5T no ^ in that way 
application of the mind lias been 
inculcated rRl ft for so it is seen (iii other 

''texts). 

'2&. it.be said (that Brahman is) 
hot (referred to) on account of the metre 
(G-dyatri) being mentioned; (we reply) no, 

' because in that way (i.e^. by means of the 
metre), the application of the mind (on 
Brahman) has been inculcated;, /fot so- (^^e. 
through the , h,elp of the modifications of 
Brahman) it is seen (in other texts). , . 

An objection is raised that in the text *^One 
foot of It is all beings”, Brahman is not referred 
to, but i the metre G%jatri, for the first paragraph 
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tlie lirecedin^ section of the .same Upanisliad 
rbegins with, “G-ayatri is everything, whatever 
here exists/’ etc. Therefore the feet referred to in 
the text cited in the last Sutra refer to this metre 
:and not to Brahman. In reply it is said: Not 
so; for the text, “G%atri is all this” etc., teaches 
that one should meditate upon the Brahman 
which is connected with this metre, because 
Brahman, being the 'cause of everything, is con- 
nected with that Gayatri also, and it is that 
Brahman which is to be meditated upon. This 
interpretation would be in keeping with, the other 
texis in the same section, e,g. *‘That which is that 
Brahman” (Chh. 3. 12. 7) and also with ”A11 
^ihis indeed is Brahman” (Chh. 3. 14. 1), where 
Brahm^.n is the chief topic. Meditation on 
Br^maai through Its modifications or effects is 
in other t^xts also. *‘Him the Bahyrichas 
“hieditate upon in the great hymn” etc. [(Ait. 'Ar. 

■ 8. 2. 3.12). 3?heref ore Brahman jis meant here, 
h^nd not the meti^e Gayatri. 



The representation of ^beings etc. 
as f 0 et is pCssi^le ^ also * 

26. Thus also (we have to conclude, 
viz., that Brahmaii is the topi6 of the pre- 
vious passage* where G&yatri occurs) 
1)ecause (thus only) the representation of 
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the beings etc. as the feet (of G^yatri) is- 
possible. 

The beings, earth, body, and heart can be- 
feet only of Brahman and not of Grayatri, the 
metre — a mere collection of syllables. See Oh. 
3. 12. 2-4. So by Gayatri is here meant Brahman', 
as connected with the metre Gayatri. It is this.. 
Brahman so particularized by Gayatri that is said' 
to b© the self of all in the text, “GSyatri is every- 
thing” etc. This same Brahman is again recog-- 
nised as Tight^ in Chh. 3. 13. T. 

, n II I 

On account of the difference ia 
specification ^ not if it be said no 

in either (description) 
because there is no contradiction. 

27. If it be said (that Biahman of tbe^ 
Gayatri passage cannot be recognized in the 
passage dealing with ‘light*), on account of 
difference in specification, (we reply) no,, 
there being no contradiction in eitlier (des- 
cription to such a recognition). 

In the Gayatri passage heaven is specified aa> 
the abode .of * Brahmati;',. while in the other, 
Brahman', is described as existing above heaven,. 
How then can it be said tho.t one and, the 
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Bralxman is referred to in botk tli^e passages? It 
can; there is no contradiction here, even as when 
we say, with reference to a bird perching on the 
top of a tree, that it is perching on the tree, or 
that it is ahoYB the tree. The di:fference in the 
''cas^^ending of the word is no contradiction, 

since the locatiTe case is often nsed in scriixtnral 
passages to express, secondarily, the meaning of 
^the ablatiYe. 

Therefore the word Tight' has to be nnder- 
-stood as .'Brahman. 

Topic 11 \ Indra's in.HrucUon to Pratardana. 

, 'SR- Prd.na (likie) that being So 

comprehended (from the texts). 

28. Prana is Brahman, it being so 
• comprehended (from the purport of the 
texts). 

In the previous topic the fact that Brahman’s 
three feet (quarters) were spoken of in an earlier 
text as beingv iii heaven helped ns to recognize 
that the same Brahman is spoken of as the light 
above beaven. The connection with heaven 
liel]jed ns to this recognition. Now another text 
is taken up for discussion, in which there is no 
“Snch decisive factor, , , 
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In tJie Kansh-itaki Upanisliad tliere • occurs* - 
ithe lollowing- conversation between India and 
Pratardana, in which the latter says to India: 
“You yourself choose for me that boon which you 
deem most beneficial to man.^’ India . said, 
“Know me only, that is what I deem most bene- 
ficial to man I am Prana, the intelligent 

self (Prajndtman), meditate on me as life, as 
immortality. . . . And that Prana is indeed the , 
intelligent self, blessed, undecaying, immortaP’ 
(Kau. . 3. 1-8). The question is , raised whether 
these passages refer to the god Indi’a, or the 
isidividual self, or the vital force, or Brahman. 
The decision is that as the characteristics of 
iBrahmah are more in evidence in these passages 
than those of the god India, individual soul, or 
the vital force (Prana), therefore Brahman is 
referred to in these passages; hence Prana here 
means Brahman. The characteristics of Brahman 
referred to are : (1) India says in reply to Pratar- 
‘dana^s request for that which is most beneficial to 
man, “Know me, I am Prana” etc., and since 
Brahman alone is most beneficial to man, India’s 
answer refers to Brahman. (2) Prana is spoken of 
as blessed, undecaying, immortal, which can be 
true only of Brahman. (3) The knowledge of this 
Prana is also said to absolve one from all sins:! 
“He who knows me thus, by no deed of his is his 
achievement harmed, neither by matricide nor by 
patricide. . . (Kau. 3. 1). i 
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^ '444<I^4^AI | R(6 3T«JTcH^F^wnjjn. 

SfeH, II II 

»l Not 44^! the speaker’s on, acoonnt 

of the instruction about liimself *t be said 

abundance of reference to tlie- 
Inner Self f| because in this. 

29. If it be said that (Brahman is) not, 
(referred to in these passages) on account of 
the speaker’s instruction about himself;, 
(we reply not so), because there is abundance 
of reference to the Inner Self in this, 
(chapter). 

An objection is raised that the word ‘Prana’,, 
cahnot as stated in the last' Sutra, refer to- 
Brahtnan, siincf Ihc speahor Indra describes him- 
self by the w(‘mI ‘I'rrms-' in. “I am PrSna” etc. 
Bui as in this conversation there are profuse refer- 
ences, . ■ ...ly :■ 'In* 1 oiit in Sutra 28, to the* 

Inn6r ^ ■ ■ li*, '.i !.• , ‘PrSna’ here must he 
taken as Brahman. And Indra’= f1o>rTihiiit? hihi- 
self as Prana is apt, since he idcmiiit*- hiin-ii'l i' 
with Brahman in that instruction, as did the Sage' 
T^xhadeva. 

Through, realization of • the truth con,^ 
firmed by the scriptures g but instruction 

«ii*l^®l«lrflike Yamadeva., 
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30. Buts (Indra's) iilstructiun. (to Pra* 
tardana is’ |us^tified) by his realization of the 
Truth oonfilrined/by the scriptures that 
he is Bbahmans), as did (the sage) V^tna- 
deva. : ■ t.'rriJ : . . . ^ 

‘ itfslir* VSniad’^Ta ^ realised;’ Bralimtm 

s^iid 'T wasyMa^Ti/ancl the stoh,”’ etc., wliich is 
jiistifiect by passage: ‘‘Whichsoever of the' 
gods knevi^T It .X^^.^hmau) became That^^ (Brih- 
L 4. ,l0). , .lni?:;a^s instruction’ also is like that. 
Having rjBrii.sJt?d' the truth, “Thou art That’% 
declared ty scriptures, he identifies hiinseH 
in the instruction •with the Supreme Brahman. 
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On account of the characteris- 
tics of the individnal soul and the vital energy ^ not 
^ % /if itibe^ said *T not so because; 

it would enjoin threefold meditation otf 

account of Pr^a beiiig accepted elsewhere in the 
seiVsc of Brakhan)' ^ herd ^F^t^n^because word's 
denoting’ Bfah^an 'nre mentioned with reference 
to Ir^Liia, 


81. . If itbev ^id that (Brahman) is^ 
not referred )toi; on account of the character f< 
istics.' ol the individual soul and the vital 
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force, (being mentioned), , (we say) not so, 
because (such an interpretation) would 
enjoin threefold meditation. (Up§>san^); 
because Pr^na has been accepted (else- 
where in the sense of Brahman) ; . and 
because here also (words denoting Brahman) 
are mentioned with reference to Pr&na. 
(Hence it is to be understood to mean 
Brahman). 

The passages under discussion might as well 
refer to the individual .soul and the vital force, 
for their characteristics also are found: ‘^One 
■should know the speakef and not inquire into, 
speech” (Kan. 3, 8), ^ "Prana, laying hold of this 
body, mates it rise up” (Kau. 3. 3). The Sutra 
refutes such a vielr and says that Brahman alone 
is referred to by "Pr^na^ for the above interi)reta- 
tion would involve a threefold Ppasah^i, viz., of 
the individual soul, of the chief vital forpe, and 
of Brahman, which is against the accepted rules 
of scriptural interpretation. Ko single ' passage 
c«vn be made to yield three different meditations 
in this way by splitting it up. Moreover in the 
beginning we have, "‘Know me only”, followed 
byj, ""I am Pr^na”, and in the end again we have, 
‘"And that Pr^na indeed is the intelligent self, 
blessed, undecaying, immortal”, which shows 
that the same topic is kept tip throughout. There- 
fore "Prana* must be taken in the, sense of 
Brahman and that on the ground that Its 





iBRAMMA-SUTRAS 


m 


diaracterisfics ai’e 1‘omul in tliis passage wkicli have 
^ilready heen re'BeiTed tfco im Sutra 1. 1. 28. This 
Kieaiiiiig of ‘Prana’ is found in other scriptural 
passag*es, and we are justified in taking it in that 
sense here, since words denoting Brahman are 
Kientioned with reference to ‘Prana’. 




CHAPTEE I 

■ SeCTIOK J[I 

In the latter part of section I,, eerbain* scrip- 
tnral terms generally used in a di^^erent sense 
hare been shown through reasoning to refer to 
Brahman, and consequently certain passages of 
the scriptures of doubtful sense, but containing 
clear characteristics of Brahman, haye been 
shown to refer to Brahman. Kow in this and the 
next section some more passages of doubtful 
import, especially with no clear mention of the- 
'characteristics of Brahman in them.,, are taken up 
for discussion. 

Topic li The Being consisting of the mind, 
is Brahman. 

^ )i 

Throughout (the scriptures) be- 

cause there is taught (the Brahman which is) 
well known. 

1. (That which consists of the mind 
[Manomaya] is Brahman) because there is 
taught (in this text) (that Birahman which 
is) well known (as the cause of the universe) 
throughout (the scriptures). 





BRAHMA^SUTf^AS 


71 


Sutras 1-S skew that the Being who consists 
• tlie mind (^Manomaya) and is prescribed as the 
-'Object of TJpasand or meditation in the text, 
•'‘AJl this indeed is Bjahnian, for it has its begih- 
ming; end, and subsistence in It; so let a man 
aneditato with a calm mind, ... He who cour 
. ,usts of the viind, wliose body is Prana- (the subtle 
.body)”- etc. (Ohh, 3. Id. 1-2) is Brahman and not 
;fthe mdixidual soul. IVhy? Because the text 
begins with, ^‘A]l this is Brahman”, wherein that 
.Brahman which is treated as the cause of the 
universe' in all scriptural texts is described. , Sineje 
the beginning refers to Brahman, it is hut proper 
that the later sentence where ^^He.who consists of 
the mind” occurs, should also refer to Brahman 
as distinguished by certain qua-lities; OtherVrise 
there would arise the inconsistency of suddenly 
iinti’oducing a new subject and dropping the 
previous one. Moreover the text here speaks of 
lip^sanh, meditation, and as such it is hut apt that 
Brahman which is described in all other texts as 
an object of meditation is also taught here and not 
th^ individual soul which is nowhere prescribed as 
•such. Moreover, one can beconae calm as the text 
^usks only by meditating on Brahman which is 
feereft of all anger, hatred, etc. 



Been use qiialities desired to be 
.'•■■expressed ore befitting moT'covcr, . . ■ 
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2. Moreovier the qualities desired to 
be expressed are befitting (only in the case 
of Brahman; and so the passage refers to 
Brahman). 

who consists of the mind, whose body h 
PrSna (the subtle body) , w*hose form is light, 
resolve is true, whose nature is like that of ether 
'(omnipresent and invisible) etc. (Chh, 3. 14. 2)' 
— the qualities mentioned in this text as topics of 
meditation are possible in the case of Brahman 
alone. Therefore the conclusion is that such a 
qualified Brahman alone is to be meditated upon. 

q II ^ II 

: Becaiisc (they) are not appropriate 3 on 
the other hand ^ is not 51 ^: the individual soul. 

3. On the other hand the individual 
soul is not (referred to by the text) because 
these qualities are not appropriate (to it)’. 

II « II 

Object ^ jvKent on aocoxmt of the- 

uicutioh ^ and. 

4. And on account of the mention of 
the attainer and the object attained (‘‘He 
who consists of' the mind*’ refers to Brah- 
man and not to the individual soul) . 

in the same chapter of the Chhandogytte 
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TTpanishad there occms the passage, When 1 shall 
haye departed from hence, 1 shall attain Him’ 
^,3, 14. 4), where *Him’ refers to “Who consists of 
the mind”, the object of meditation spoken of in 
the earlier passage. Therefore He is necessaril;^ 
different from the person who meditates, the in- 
dividual soul referred to in the above text by the 
pronoun ‘I*. • 

K II 

5. Because of the difference {indicated 
by the case-endings) of the words. 

In the Satapatha Brahinana, where the same 
idea is expressed in similar words, we have, “As ia 
a grain of rice, or a grain of barley . . . so is that 
golden Bmngdn the seif"" (10. 6. 3. 2), where the 
individual soul and ‘the self consisting of the 
mind’ are clearly described as two different 
entities, for ‘the self consisting of the mind’^ — 
which is denoted by a word in the nominative case 
— ^ia described as being' in the individual self,, the 
word denoting it being in the locative case. There- 
fore it is clear that the individual self is not 
referred to in the text under discussion. 

?^ii^ II 

From the Smriti ^ also. 

6. From the Smriti also (we learn 
that the individual soul is different from the 
one referred to in the text under discussion). 
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SiaarHi ’ referred to .isy, “The! Ijord, 0 
'Aagunaj is seated in the hearts .of ;aE et<i. 

'tGita We must not .forget, '.Itov^.er, that 

(acc'ordiiig' to Advaita Vedanta , hhial i' 4iSerenoe is 
ohiyt. imaginary and not real. TJie differehee exists 
only .so long as ignorance -lasts and th-e.^Wl import 
>o£the text ‘"Thou art ThaV’;has not been realized. 

.'I' I*-' ' 

• II ^ II ’ . . . f 

Because oF’tho smallness of’ the 
abode account of its being designated 

as siioh 'G. eJ small) ^ also fl‘ not ^ ’^^.if it be 
said ^ not so for the sate ’.of ’ contempla- 

tion so s^lR^likc the etliQi* and. ' ^ 

, 7- If it be said that (the passage 

does) not (refer to Brahman) because of the 
smallness of the abode (referred to, viz., the 
heart) and also on accoimt of its being 
designated as such (i.e. as minute); (we say,) 
not so, (because .Brahman -has been; so cha- 
racterized) for the sake of contemplation 
and because the ease is similar to that of the 
ether. 

“He is my self within the heart, small^; than 
ft giain of rice, smaller than a ‘grain of barley’' 
otci (CJihi 3. 14. 3). I'll is teict Ooonffe ih the sanie 
section in which we also fiihl '-^the, ^elfi consisting 
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rK)i: tke mmd^\ Tke objection is raised ■ that >smce 
stlieso limitations are apt not in tke ' case' oi 
Br'akdaan but of tke individual soul, it is tke 
.latter tkat' is referred to by “tke self consisting 
.of tke mind’’. Tke Sutra refutes it and says tkat 
Brakman kere is tkus ekaracterized for tke con- 
venience of conteinx^latiou, as otk'erTvise it is ditb- 
lOiilt to meditate on tke all-pervading- Brakman. 
Tkis does not mar Its omnipresence, as tkese 
limitations are merely imagined, in Brakman and 
.are not real. Tke case is analogous to tkat of tke 
etker in- tke eye of tke needle, wkick is spoken of 
.^vS limited afid siuall, '^^Iiereas in fact it is all- 
-pervading. 

That it lins (of idcasure 

anti . pain) ^ if it be said not so 
because of_tke difl'ereucc in ntiturc. 

8. If it be said that (being connected 
with the hearts of all individual souls ofi 
jaccoimt of Its onmipresence.. It wpuld also) 
have experience (of pleasnre and pain), (we 
r.sa 3 r), not so, because of the difference in the 
nature (of the two). 

Tke mere fact tkat Brakman is all-pervading 
and connected witli tke kearts of all individual 
-.souls, and is also intelligent like them, does not 
’make It .subject to plea-sure and pain, ; For tke 
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individual soul is au agent, the doer of good and 
bad deeds, and therefore experiences pleasure and 
pain, while Brahman is not an agent, and there- 
fore does not experience pleasure and pain. M 
fallacious argument is often put forward that 
because Brahman and the individual soul are im 
reality identical, therefore the former is also- 
subject to the pleasure and pain experienced by 
the latter. But then this identity only refutes^ 
the experience of pleasure and pain even by the* 
individual soul as being due to ignorance; for in 
reality there is neither the individual soul nor 
pleasure and pain. Therefore the argument of 
identity cannot be turned the other way to make- 
even the ever pure Brahman subject to evil. 

Topic 2 ; The eater is Brahman. 

In the last topic the experience ‘ of pleasure 
and pain in Brahman is denied. Here, in this 
topic, the fact that Brahman is not an agent is 
established — ^which is its connection with the- 
previous topic. 




SRff The eater because the movable 

and immovable ii. e. the whole universe) is 
tnken (as his food). 

9. The eater (is Brahman), because 
both the movable and immovable {i.e. the^ 
entire universe) is taken (as his food). 
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“Wlio th.ti9 knows wkere He is, to wliom tke 
BrSJiiiLanas anrl Kshatriyns are (as it were) bxit 
food and deatlx itself a condiment” (Katk. 1, 2. 
25)? This passage says tkat tkete is some eater. 
■Wko is' tkis eater referred to by ? Is it tke 
£re referred to in anotker text as eater: “Soma, 
indeed is food, and fire tke eater” (Brik. 1. 4. 6);; 
or is it tke individual sonl referred to as eater in, 
“One of tkem eats ike sweet frnit” (Mn. 3. 1. 1). 
Tkis Sutra says it is neitker, bnt tke Supreme- 
Lord, for tke text says tkat in Him tke wkole of 
creation, movable ond immovable, ^ is reabsorbed. 
The fact tkat death, wlfick destroys everything 
else, is swallowed up as a condiment, shows tkat 
the entire creation is referred to as His food. 
The Brakiuanos nnd Iiskatriyas are iiientioned as 
mere exan^ples, since they are tke foremost of' 
created beings. Tke eater of suck a stupendous 
thing can he Brahman alone and none else. 

II II 

ITOTOLFrom the context ^ and. 

10. And because (Bi’ahmaii) is the- 
sub ject of the discussion. 

In an earlier text Kackiketas asks Yama : 
“Tell me of tkat wfiick you see as neitker good 
nor bad action, as neitker effect nor cause, as-, 
neither past nor future” (Katk. 1. 2. 14). In this, 
text Brahman is inqxiired into and Yama answers:' 
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’•“I will4eIL yoa iii' brief-^it-is (Katli. 1. 2. 

116). -Fiirtlier on be says, “The Self is neitker 
jborn nor does it clie^^ .{Ibid, 1. 2. 18), and finally 
^eonelndes witb tke passage in wbick. tke eater is 
mentioned”. “ All tkis clearly shows that Brahman 
is th{3 topic, and therefore the ‘eater’ is Brahman, 
;It also follows from the peonliar characteristic, 
:mz., the difiicnlty to cognize It, which is refein'ed 
*to in the text tinder discnssion. 

An objection may be raised on the ground 
■’that the scrixi-feitre its6]f in another plaice denies 
that Brahman is the ‘eater’; “The other 
*(Braknian) looks oji without eating” (Mu. 3.- 1. 1). 
But ‘eating’ in this texi; refers to the experience 
-of pleasitre and pain, while in the text under dis- 
-cussion it means the reahsorption of the universe 
?liit the time of dissolution, which the scriptiires 
Tattribute to Brahmnn alone. . * 

Topic o: The two that have entered the 
> cavity of the heart fire the individual soul and 
.Brahinan, 

3^ cavity ( of the heart ) 3 tI^ the two that 
liavo (entered are the two selves (indjvidxial 

{.■and Supreme) % indeed because it is so 

.seen. • 4 

‘ n. two that have entered into 

the edvity (of the hea;rt)' are indeed the 
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individual s^lf and the Supreme Self /because ' 
it is so seen. ^ - 

Ib. tile Kat-iia. Upanisliad there occurs, .the*, 
jjassage, ‘‘Having entered the cavity oi the heart,, 
the two enjoy the reward of their works, in the- 
body’^ (1, 3. 1). The qu^^tiohi' ' is whether the* 
couple referred to are the individual .sopl,, and. 
Brahman, or the' individnal soul and^ intellect 
(Btiddhi). The opponent, following the argument 
of the' previous topic, says it is the latter. In the 
last topic the nearness of the word ‘death’ helped.* 
ns to. interpret ‘Brahmaiia’ and ‘Kshati'iya’ as . 
typical of the whole phenomenal world, similarly* 
the neatness of the word ‘enjoy’ would make the’ 
two in the text refer to limited things like the 
individual soul and intellect. The Sutra, refutes- 
this and", says that the couple referred to axe the 
individual soul and Brahman, for numerals - 
denote things of the same class. When a cow is*, 
brought to us and we say, “Bring another”, it. 
naeans another cow. So if with an intelligent, self, 
the individual • soul’, another is said to enter the^ 
cavity of th.e heart, it must iefer to another of th6 
same class, i.e, to another. sentient being, and not 
to the. intellect (Buddhi), which is insentient. The- 
fact that both are said to enjoy the fruits of“ 
actions, which cannot apply to the Highest?. 
Brahman, is thus explained : Sometimes the* 
ohar^bteristics of one in a group are indireotly" 
applied to the whole group, as when we say,.! 
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*‘Tlxe men witii an umbrella^', wliere only one kas 
an timbrella and not tlie wliole group. • So kere 
also, tkougk it is only one tkat is enjoying tlie 
fruits of actions, botk are so spoken of. 

II Ps II 

the specification ^ and. 

12. And from the (distinctive) quali- 
ties (of the two mentioned in subsequent 
texts). 

The texts subsequent to the one under discus- 
sion mention the characteristics of the two tkat 
have .entered the cavity of the heart, which show 
that these are the individual soul and Brahman. 
‘‘Know that the soul is the* charioteer’’ etc. (Kath, 
1< 3. 3) and attains the eaid of the journey, 
that supreme state of Vishnu” {Ibid% 1. 8. 9), 
where the two are mentioned as the attainer and 
•the goal attained, «..e. as the Jiva and Brahman. 
In a previous passage .also the two . are spoken of 
as the meditator and the object of meditation. 
“The sage relinquishes joy and sorrow, having 
realized by meditation . . , that exigent One 
. . . seated in the hefu?t” (Kath. 1. 2, 12). 

Tdpic d: The pers(m within the eye is 
JBeahman. 

In the last topic the reference to ‘two* nccur- 
•ling at the beginning of the text discussed, was 
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interpreted to denote two o£ tlie anine class, i.c. 
-two sentient beings, and the entrance into the 
•cavity of the heart, mentioned later on, was- 
interpreted accordingly. The same line of argu- 
ment should be used, says the opponent, to inter- 
pret the text of this topic. That is, the, person in 
the eye ought to be taten as a rejection in tj^e eye, 
ns it occurs at the beginning of the text, and the 
.subsequent mention of immortality, fearlessness, 
etc. ought to be explained away, as praise or 
otherwise. The inverse method, i.e, taking these 
words to refer to Brahman and thus fixing the 
person in the eye to be Brahman, should hot be 
followed. In this way the opponent wants to 
nho.w that the argument of the previous one is 
defective, for it will launcli us into difficulties 
with respect to other texts of the Sruti. 

II II 

Inside ( the eye) on account of 

the appropriateness of (attributes). ' 

13. (The person) inside (the eye is 
Brahmaa) on account of (the attributes 
mentioned therein) being appropriate (only 
to Brahman). 

‘‘This person that is seen in the eye is the 
self. This is immortal and fearless ; this is 
Brahman” (Ghh. 4. 15. 1). The question is 
whether the pferson referred to here- is the 
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reflection, ' of ■ a - person in tlie eye, or tlie iiidiYi-. 
dual soul, or tlie sim, which helps sig'ht, or 
Brahman. .The .Sutra says that, this person in.,' 
the eye is Brahman, heeuuse the qualities, .‘im-* 
mortal^ .‘fearless^ etc., mentioned here wiifli res- 
pect to, ithat person , can be true only of Brahman,, 
and llji^y cannot be otherwise explained away. 

' n ?»'ii 

Because abode etc, ^ naimii 
and form) are atti’ibutecl to it amt. * 

14. And because abode etc. {i,e. name' 
abd form) are attributed to It (Brahman) 
(by other scriptural texts also, for the sake* 
of contemplation). 

But, how can the all-pervading Brahman be% 
in. a limited space like the eye? The assignatiojn 
of a defl.nite locality to the, aU-pervading Brahmam 
only serves the purpose of meditation (ITpflsanil). 
in other scripturUl' texts, the di^’c of the kih, the' 
cavity of the heart, even 'the eye itself (Brih. 3. 7. 
18) and similar pure spots have been prescribed as. 
plaoes* for; the contemplation of Brahman. So* 
here it iif prescribed that Brahman should be con- 
templated in the eye. hTot only abode/ but even: 
name and form are attribnted to Brahman . for the* 
purpose of meditation, as Brahman without atkri-, 
butes cannot be an object of contemplation, (jiida 
Ohh. 1. 6. 6-7). , . 
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account of the reference (to 
Brahman) distinguished by bliss verily and. 

15. And verily on account of the 
reference (in the passage to Brahman) dis- 
tinguished by hliss (mentioned at the. Jp^gin- 
ning- of the Prakarana). , ' 

‘The vital energy .is Brahman, bliss is- 
Brahmian, the ether is Brahman^’ (Ohh. ,4’. ! 10. 5); 
-T-so taught the tires to Upakosala Kamalayana 
about; Brahman, and this same. Brahman . is further, 
elucidated by his teacher as /‘the .person in the- 
eye'\ 



The way of those who have 
realizjed’ the Truth of the Upanishads on . 

account of the statement ^ also. 

16, Also on account of the statement 
of the way (after death) of those who have 
known the Truth of the Upanishads {i.e. 
know^e; of Brahman) (with reference to the 
kuewer of; the person in the eye). . 

vTho Bevayana path or the path of the godsj, 
by \tdiioh a knower of Brahman travels after death 
andr which is described in the Prasna ITpaiiishad 
1 ; liO arid 1 other ' scriptural texts, is referred to Jifi^re^ 
Sincd the' ;feower of “the person in the ' «ye’ ’ ’also 

B . S .^ — 6 ^ ’ 



BHAMMA-SUTRAS 


[. 1 . 2.17 


S4. 

.goes b;y this path after deaths aii-d since it is 
Jinown from scriptures that none other except the 
Jtnower of Brahman goes by this path after death, 
“the person in the eye’^ must be Brahman. 

II II 

existing always on account 

of the impossibility and not any other. 

17. (The person in the eye is the 
^Supreme ^elf) and not any other {i.e. indivi- 
dual soul etc.) as these do not exist always; 
^nd on account of the impossibility (of the 
qualities of the person in the eye being attri- 
buted to any of these). 

The reflection, in thci aye, for example, does 
not exist always, nor can the qualities like 
imiiidflaliily, fearlessness, etc., be appropriately 
ascribed to this refle(!tiou. So no other self except 
the Supreme Self is here spoken of as the person in 
the eye; , , \ 

Topic. Theivul^f within is. Brafirnan. 

In the last topic, while ihtferpreting the 
person in the eye as Brahman it, has been- tafeen 
for- granted that tlie eye is prescribed ih Bitih. 3. 
7. 18 as an abo(ie of Brahman for contemplsfei^on^ 
;and that thei’efore- here also the eye is preseribed 
ns an abodei The present topic takes up„. f ca? dis*^^ 
-eussion this text of Brihadaranyaka anidjestablishtes 
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conoltision tliat was taken for, grknteli in tlie 
last topic* . . ' . 

The Eulei‘ within in the gods 

*etc, idW^^f^on account of Its qualities being 
mentioned, 

18. The Ruler within of the gods and 
.so on (is Brahman) on accbnnt of the 
qualities of that (Brahman) being men- 
tioned. 

“Dost thou know the Internal Ruler” ete. 
(Brih. 3. 7. 1); and again, “He who inhabits tke 
.earth, but is within it, whom the earth, doe's not 
knou^^ ... is the Internal Ruler, your own 
immortal self” (Brih. 3- 7. 3). The “Internal 
Ruler” spoken of here is Brahman and not the 
individual soul endowed with Siddhis (powers) or 
the presiding deity, or anything else, for the 
characteristics of Brahman are mentioned in the 
•concluding part of the text cited, wherein the 
Ruler is spoken of as identical with the individual 
isqul and immortal, whioli can be true only of 
Brahman. He is also described in this section as 
being all-pervading, since he is inside and ■ thC' 
Ruler within of everything, mz. the earth, the 
fiun, water, fire, sky, the ether, the sensed, etc,V 
and this also caU be true only of Brahman! 
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5? Neither and that wliich is mentioned’ 

in the (S^tnlchya) Smriti because 

attributes contrary to its nature are mentioned. 

19, ' And . Bother is (the Rulei? within) 
that , which is talked of in (Sd.nkhya) 
Smriti (^.g, Pradhana), because attributes 
contrary to its nature are mentioned (here). 

The Pradhana is not this “Internal Bulex’^ as- 
the attributes : “He is the immortaV’ ; “unseen- 
but seeing, unheard hut hearing,’*' etc. (Brih. 3^ 
7. 23), do not hold true of the non-intelligent 
Pradhana, ^ 

^ II Ro II 

The individual soul 'ef also ( R not ) 

(tlie followers of) both (the recensions — ^Ktowa and!', 
Mfbdhyandina) % for as different this (the- 
.Jiva).^«f)3^read., , 

20. Also the individual soul (is not the 
Euler within), for this is read as different 
(from the Internal Euler) by the followers' 
of both (the recensions, viz. &e K^nwa , and 
Md>dhyari.dina . * S^kh^s of the Briliadi 
aranyaka Upanishad)., 

The negative .‘not’.is to he sup|)iled from thn- 
last -Sutra. - . - , i 

“He who dwells in lalowledge” etc.^says? 
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Brill. 3. 7. 22 f Xaiiwa reading, wliere ^knowledge' 
stands for tlie individnal soul, for it consists of 
knowledge. "'He wiio dwells in the self’’*— ris the 
Madhyandina reading of the same passage, where 
"self’ stands for the individual soul. These guota- 
Hons make it clear that in either reading the 
individual soul is spoken of as di:ffierent from the 
’‘Internal Ruler”, for it is the ruler of the iiidivi- 
idual soul also. • 

Here again we should not forget that the 
^diierence of the Internal Ruler, the Supreme' 
Xiord, and the individual soul is merely the , pro- 
<duct of Nescience. There is only one Self within, 
for two selves are not possible. But owing to 
limiting adjuncts the one Self is treated as if It 
'were two. 


Tropic 6: That which cannot he seen is 
Brahman. 

In the last topic the ruler within was inter- 
ijDreted as the SuiDreme Lord and not the PradhSna, 
'for qualities like, ‘seeing’, "hearing’, etc., which 
>-sire contrary to the nature of the Pradh^na, were 
present. Now certain texts which do hot mention 
^■such qualities so qs to exclude the PradhSna are 
d'aken up for discussion. 


wf??: II II 

Possessor of qualities like invisi- 
Mity etc. on account of the qualities being 


mentioned. 
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21. The possessor of qualities like in- 
visibility etc. (is Brahman) on accoimt of 
(Its) characteristics being mentioned. 

“Tliat wMcli cannot be seen nor seized, wHcli 
is without origin ; . . eternal, all-pervading,, 
omnipresent, extremely subtle . . . , the sonxoe' 
of all beings, which the wise beholtV' (Mu. 1. X.. 
6). The Being which is the source of all beings* 
is not the Pradhana bxit Brahman, for qualities* 
lilce ‘^He is all-hnowing, all-perceiving” (Mn. 1:. 
1. 9) are true only of Brahman and not of the 
Pradh^ua, which is non-intelligent. Obviously it 
caiiTjot refer to the individual soul as it is limited. 

II II 

On acconnt of tlie mention of 
characteristic qualities and differences H not 
the other two. 

22. The Other two (viz. the individual! 

soul and the Pradhana) are not (referred to< 
in the passage), because the characteristics, 
of Brahman and the difference (of the Being: 
which is the source of all beings from the^ 
individual soul and the Pradhtoa) are^' 
mentioned. . 

“That heavenly person is without body, com- 
prises the external and the internal, is- birthlessj. 
witlout the vital force and without mind, piirCi- 
higlier than the high Imperishable” (Mu, 2. 1. 2).- 
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Epithets like ^heavenly % *l)irthless% 'pure^, eto^ 
apply to Brahman and not the individual -soul,, 
which considers itself limited, impure, corporeal, 
etc. ‘ 'Higher than the high Imperishable (Pra- 
dhana)^^ shows that the source of all beings spoken 
of in the last Sutra is not the Pradhana but some- 
thing different from it. 

II \\ II 

f^^^Wtd^Porm being mentioned ^ also. 

23. Also because (its) form is men- 
tioned (the passage under discussion refers 
to Brahman). 

Subsequent to the text quoted in the previous 
Sutra we have the following text, "The Person 
indeed is all this — sacrifice, knowledge, etc/^ 
(Mu. 2. 1. 10) which shows that "the somce of all 
beings^ ^ referred to in the text under discussion, 
is none other, than tlie Supreme Lord or Brahman,, 
because it is the self of all beings. 

Topic 7; Vauvdnam is Brahman. 

In the last topic a general quality like in- 
visibility equally applicable to Brahman and the 
Pradhana was interprted to refer to Brahman 
taking into consideration qualities like ali- 
Imowingness etc. mentioned later on in the sec- 
tion < following this argument the objector takes- 
some texts for discussion and insists that .the- 
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lA^aisvanara' referred to in tKem must be tbe ordi- 
nary fire in view of specificationa like 'Hhe 'siap- 
port of saorifloe^^ mentioned later on^ <* , 



Vaisv^nara because of 

the qualifying adjuncts to the common words 
(Vaisv^nara and self). ’ * 

24. Vaisy^nara (is Bralima)n); be- 
-cause of the qualifying adjuncts . to the 
common words (-Vaisvtoara’ and ‘Self’). 

“But he who worships this Yaisvfiiiara Self 
extending from heaven to the earth as identical 
with his own rtelf, eats food in all beings^ in all 
sdves; of that Yaisvanara self Sutejas (heaven) is 
•the head, the sun the' eye” j etc. (Ohh. 5. 18. 1*2). 

, 'whdt is this Vaisvanara Self? ‘Taisvanara^ 
generally means fire, the presiding deity of fire 
and the gastric fire. "Self^ refers to both the in- 
dividual soul and the Supreme Self. Which of 
these is referred to iii the passage? Whatever 
bd the ordinary meaning of these two words, the 
fiiitra says that here the Siipreme ; Self is referred 
to, on account ol the qualifying adjuncts to ’ these 
• words. The adjuncts are: Heaven is the head’ of 
this VaisVanara Self, the -rnTn its eyes, etc.’ ■ and 
this is possible only in the ca^e of the 'Supreme 
Self. Again ’ 'the , result of meditation On this 
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Vaisvanara Self Imying .tKe . x^arts .. stated is the 
.attainment of all desires, and freedom from all 
sin. ' (Vide Chh. 5. 24. 3).‘ ‘Tins also dan be true 
if the Highest Self is meant. Moreover, the chap- 
*ter begins with the inquiry, .“WhM^ I, is our Self? 
What is Brahman?” — ^x^diere the word v‘ Brahman’ 
is used in its ininiary sense, and so it is proper- to 
rfchink that the whole ciiax^ter. delineates Brahman. 

ii Xm i 

Described in the Smriti indicator^ 

mark ^^n^must be because. 

25. Because that (cosmic form of the 
‘.Supreme Lord) which is described in the 
.Smriti must be an indicatory mark (from 
which we arrive at the meaning of this 
.Sruti text under discussion). 

The Smritis are interi^retations of Sruti 
4exts.‘ S6 where a doubt arises as to the meaning 
.of a Sruti the former may be consulted to throw 
light on the subject. The Smriti describes' the 
•'Cosmic form of the Supreme Lord as, ''He whose 
mouth is fire, whose head is heaven, . . . whose 
• ears are the regions — 'salutation to Him, whose 
body is the universe”, which agrees with the 
^clesorix^tibn in the text under discussion. Hence 
'we have to conclude that the Highest Lord is 
^ icref erred to in the texts. 
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^1% 'wq[, JI, am- 

aT^fWt?!,, g^TOl?T IR^II 

Because of the word and other reasons 
®RIS iuside'SlIdSHI^ on account of (its) existing 
and H not ^ if it be said »f not. so cT*?T as such 
on account of the instruction to conceive 
it being impossible JWJ. as person QTft also 

him ^ also 3T^lt5q[& (they) describe. 

26. If it be said that (Vaisvanara) 
is not (Brahman) because of the worcl’ 
(‘Vaisvanara’, which has a definite mean- 
ing, vi; 2 !. gastric hre) and other reasons, and 
on account of its existing inside (which is . 
true of gastric fire), (we say) not so, because ' 
there is the instruction to conceive (Brah- 
man) as such (as the gastric fire), because it 
is impossible (for the gastric fire to have the * 
heaven etc. for its head and other limbs) and 
also because (the Vajasaneyins) describe him 
(Vaisvanara) as a person (which the gastric' 
nre is not). 

Obi^'ecfwn: The ordinary meaning o^ 
‘Vaisvanara’ is fire and the Sruti also says that it 
is seated inside: “He who Imows this Vaisvanara 
abiding within man” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11), 
which applies to the gastric fire only. Hence it 
alone, and not Bi’ahman, is referred todn the text ■ 
under discussion. 
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Tlie Sutra refutes tKis objection firstly 
because the scripture here teaches the worship of 
Brahman in the g'nstric lire by way of meditation: 
(Upasaua), even as in the passage, “Let a maui 
meditate on the mind as Brahman” (Chh. 3. 18. 
1). Secondly because the gastric fire cannot have- 
heaven for its head, and so on. Thirdly because- 
Vaisvanara is conceived as a person by the- 
Vajasaneyins : “This Agni Yaisvanara is a; 

person” etc. (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. Tl). Hence- 
‘VaisvSnara^ here refers to Brahman, which is all- 
pervading and can also be conceived of as a 
person. 

^ II II 

3|5f same reason if (is) not deity 

^ element ^ and. 

27. For the same reason (VaisvA- 
nara) is not the deity (fire) or the element 
(fire). 

ITor the same reason — as stated in the- 
previous Sutra. 

u ii 

Directly ^ even no contradiction 

(so says) Jahnini. 

2B. Even (if by ‘Vaisvanara’ Brah- 
man is) directly (taken as the object of wor- 
ship), there is no contradiction; (so says) 
JaimiBi. 
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In tile last Sutra it was explained' tliat medi- 
tation on Brahnian in tlie gastric fire, taking it as 
a symbol, was taught. This Sutra' says that 
tVaisvanara' can be taken directly to mean 
Brahman as an object of contemplation, for 
‘Yaisvanara^ is the same as Y'isvanara, which 
‘ means the universal man, i.e, the all-pervading 
Brahman Itself. 

|| 5^0, u 

sifero! On account of manifestation ^ so 
(says) Asinarathya. 

29. On account of manifestation — ^so 
.says Asmarathya. 

Thfe reference to Vaisvanara in the t^xt under 
discussion as extending from heavens to the earth 
is exi^lained heroi Even though the Lord is all- 
pervading, yet He specially manifests Himself 
as extending from heaven to the earth for the 
6ake of the devotees. 

II II 

For the purpose of constant remembrance 
■^1^! (so says) B^darii 

30. For the, purpose of constant, 
reinembrance — ^so says Badari. 

The Highest, Lord may be called ‘hneasured 
hy a span’^ (to reader the term Tradesamatra* 
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differently), beeanse He is remembered tlirougdi 
the laind, which is seated in. the heart,, and ,the- 
heart is of the sixe of a span. 

em ft ll V< ll 

Because of imaginary identity so 
(says)’ Jaiinini for so declares (the Srnti)i. 

31. Because of imaginary identity (the' 
Supreme Lord may be called span long), so^ 
says Jaimini; for so (the Sruti) declares. 

Sampat Hpasana is a Icind of meditation in. 
which something is imagined as identical with 
something else on account of some hind of’ 
similarity or likeness. As, for example, when the- 
cosmic being^ (Purusha) is worshipped tliroiigdi 
the identification of His different limbs with the- 
different parts of the worshipper^ a body from the 
top of the head to the chin. The head of the wor- 
shipper is heaven, the eyes the snn and the moon, 
and so on. In this meditation of the cosmic- 
Person He is limited to the size of a span, the dis- 
tance from the top of the head to the chin. 
Therefore, says Jaimini, in the text under discus- 
sion, the Supreme Lord is regarded as of the size- 
of a span. 

arnpifft II n 

Teach ^ moreover fcliis in this. 

32. Moreover (the Jlibalas) teach that 
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.this (Supreme Lord is to be meditated upon) 
in this (space between the head and the cnin). 

See JShala ITpaniskad 1. 

Sutras 27 — ^32 justify ' the .reference to the 
'•Supreme Lord hy the term ^Pvadesaniatra’ . *'as 
^extending from heaven to the earth’’, or “as 
^taeasured hy a span”. - 


CHAPTER I 


Section hi 

In. the last section texts of doubtful import 
vwere interpreted to refer to Brahman, and in so 
tdoing the fact that Brahman is the one object of 
-all devout meditations helped us much. Ih this 
section some more texts of doubtful import are 
taken up for discussion and are interpreted to 
refer to Brahman, and in this interpretation the 
fact that Brahman is the one object of knowledge 
is taken advantage of. 

, To'pio 1: The restlufj-place of heaven, 
earth, etc, is Brahman. 

In the last toi)ic of the last section the word 
‘Vaisvanara’, which usually means the gastric 
£re, was interpreted as Brahman, in view of the 
words> “Its head is heaven’ % occurring at the 
tend of the text. Eollowing this argument the 
opponent takes up for discussion a text where the 
word ‘immortal’ should refer to the Pradhana 
and not to Brahman, on account of the word 
‘bridge’ which occurs at the end of the text. A 
bridge connects with something beyond; and 
there can be nothing beyonck Brahman, the word 
‘bridge’ excludes Brahinan, and so ‘immortal’, 
refers not to Brahman but to the Pradhdna* 
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The resting-place of heaven, 
earth, etc. account of the word ‘Self^ 

1. The resting-place of heaven, earth,, 
etc. (is Brahman) on account of the word 
^Self’ (or on account of the actual words of 
the Sruti) (designatijig this resting-place), 
“In Him heaven, the earth, and, the sky are 
wo von,, as also the mind with all the senses. Know 
that Self alone and leave' olf other talk ! He is 
the bridge of Iimnortality” (Mn. 2. 2. 5). He 
who is spoken of as the abode, in whom the earth., 
heaven, etc, are woven is Brahman, on account of 
the term ‘Self, which is ajipropriatd only if 
Brahman is referred to in the text and not Pra- 
clhSna or SntrStman. Or there are actual texts in 
wM<^h Brahnian is spoken of as the abode by 
terhis ’ pi'o'perly designating Brahman. Tor 
example': ''‘All these creatures, my dear, have’ 
their root, their abode, and their rest in ther 
being^^ (Ohh. 6. 8. 4.), It may also mean Braknian 
because in the texts preceding and following this 
one, i.e. in Mu. 2. 1. 10 and 2. 2. 11, Brahman is 
spoken of, and so it is but i)roper to infer that It 
is also referred tb in the intervening text, which 
is under discussion. 

Prom the text’ cited above, where menticii is 
made of an abode and that which abides, and also 
from “Brahman indeed is all this^’ (Mu, 2. 2. 11) 
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are not tci stake' tHat Braliman is of manifold, varied 
gated nature j like a tree consisting of leaves, 
brauch.es, etc. This would lead us to Pantheism, 
and Advaita does not uphold it. So in order to 
remove the possibility of such a doubt the passage^ 
under discussion, says, “Know Him alone, the 
Self” i,e. know the^ Self alone and not that which 
abides in it, which is merely a product of. Ne-^ 
science’ and has to be set aside as false. 

To be attained by the liberated 
becaxise of the statement. 

2. Because of. the statement, (in 
scripture;) that that is to be attained by' 
the liberated. 

A further reason is given to show that Brah- 
man is meant in the passage under discussion. It 
is the goal of the liberated. Vide Mu. 3. 3. 9 ; 3. 
3.* i8i . Therefore it can be Brahman alone; v - 

is inferred (Pradhana) 
#s^owingtb want of any term Indicating it. 

S, (Xhe abode of heaYen etc.) is not 
i/yhat is, inferred {i.e. Pradhtoa), owing to 
want of; any term indicating it. 

, The ! fabode: of heaven etc. cannot bn the 
PradhSna, for there is no term indicative of it iu^' 

B.s. — K 
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tie te,xt, as we liaye ‘Self’ indicative df Bualinian. 
Tiere are no terms whatsoever referring to inert 
matter, but on tie other hand there are terms 
indicating intelligence: ^*Who knows all, irdder-' 
fitands. all” etc. (Mu. 1.1.9). 

snupi^M^ii 

sinn^The living or individual soul ^ also not). 

4. (Nor) also the individual soul. 

The word ‘not’ has to he inferred from the 
pre-r-ioi^ Sutra. ^ _ 

Nor is it the individual soul, though it is an 
intelligent principle and can therefore be denoted 
by the word ‘Self’; for it is impossible to conceive 
the individual soul as omniscient and a;S the. 
resting-place of the whole universe. 

Ml 

account of difference being men- . 

tioned. 

6. (Also) on account of difference 
being mentioned (between the individual 
soul and the abode of heaven etOi). 

“Know Him alone as the Self,” sa^s the text 
under discussion, thereby differentieitih^ the ‘ in- 
dividual soul desirous bf telease- and the aibode of 
heaven etc. as the. kuower and the thing to he 
known. 


brahma-sutras lOi 

n ^ n 

6. ‘On . account of the subject-matter. ‘ 

The Upanishad begins with, “What is that’^ 

• (Mu. 1. .1. -4) . and concludes by saying, “The 
.hnower of Brahman becomes Brahman” (Mu; 
.j 3. 2. 9), which shows that the subject-matter of 
;the whole ITpanishad from beginning to end is 
Brahman, and therefore it is the same Brahman 
•iwhich is spoken of as the abode of heaven etc. 

ii « ii 

account of remaining unattached 

; and eating *3 also. 

7- ./Also on account of (the mention of 
itwo conditions ;) remaining unattached and 
seating (which = are the characteristics of the 
..Supj'eme Self and the. individual self res- 
^pectively). 

“Two birds, inseparable friends, cling to the 
.same tree. One of them eats the sweet fruit, the 
other lopks on without eating”. .(3du. 3. 1. 1). 
.Here Hrahniaii i^ described as the witness and the 
..individual ^oul as e:^erieucmg the fruits , of good 
aiid evir actions and .hence , different ifoin the 
other. This description, whidh distinguishes the 
vtWo, can be. apt only if the abode of heaven etc. is 
Brahman. Otherwise there will be no continuity' 
, .of t<j(pic. Nor - can we take .this text ds mhrel/ 
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describing tbe nature of tbe individual soul, for 
the scriptures nowhere aim at describing the in- 
dividual soul, which is Jinowh to everyone as the 
agent, enjoyer, etc. Their, aim. is always to des- 
cribe and establish Brahman which is not so 
known. , 

Topic 2: The B1 human is Brahman, 

Jn the last section the abode of heaven etc. 
was interpreted as referring to Brahman on 
account of the word *Self’ in the text. The oppo- 
nent now takes up for discussion* ; another text, 
where the word ‘Self’ according to. his view is psed 
to denote Prana, the vital force, and not 
Brahman. See Chh. 7. 23 and 24. The following.' 
i^utra however says ttal hei-e also it is Brahman 
.and noi'PrSnji. 

' ' ^ iC il ' ; • • , 

^JJIT The Bhuman after or bej'ond the- 

state of deep sleep, (here, the vital ' force) 
because of the teaching. 

8. The Bhuman (is Brahman) because 
it is taught after the state of deep sleep (^.e. 
after Pr4na or the vital , force, whici alone 
functions even in that state), , ' 

In the seventh chapter of the, Chhandogya 
TTpanishad, SanatkumSra teaches Karada .sevcrtd 
truths. He begins with,^ ‘iiapae’ and, goes higher 
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and MgKer^ till lie teaclies tKe Mgliest tiJutli, 
wliioli is BlLuman. “Xlie Bliiiman (infinite) is 
bliss. . . . Tbe Bliuman you sfiould seek to under~ 
fitand. ; . . Wliere one s^es notbing else, lLeax*s 
nothing else, understands nothiilg else, tbat is tbe 
‘Bh.ujnaii’* (Cbb. 7. 33 and 7. 34. 1). The question 
ds, what does this Bhunaan refer' to. The oppo« 
nent holds th^t it is the vital forbe. He argues as 
follows : ' After 'Sahatkiimfira finished teaching 
'©very truth from name 'up to the vital fotce, 
Harada asks him, ‘Ts there anything higher than 
this ’?'* — to which Sanatktiinfira answers, “YeS 
there and takes up the' Pext higher truth. 
But after being taught about the yital force 
Yarada does not ask whethej;. there is any higher 
truth, and yet Sanatkuniara .gives this dissertation 
on the Bhuman — ^which shows that this Bhuman 
is not difieient from the vital force taught 
already. Ndt only that, he halls the knower of the 
■Vital force an AtivS din {nne who makes a state- 
ment surpassing previous statements), thereby 
fihdwing that th>e vital, force is the highest truth, 
and in accordance with this he* further elucidates 
the truth as Bhuman. . > ■ 

This Sutra refutes this argument . and says 
that Bhuman is Brahman, for though tte Sutra 
oallsfe the knoWer' of vital force 4n AtivSdin, y§t it 
«ays> '‘'But ,he indeed, is an Ativddin whd is such 
thr.ongih the realii^ation of the TrutV’ ^Chh. 7,16. 
,^),:;.W‘hieh ‘clearl^Ahows that it refers to somethin'^ 
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higher tlian the , vital force, Inrowiirg '^hich one- 
hecomes truly au Ativadiu. TKirs it is: clear that’ 
a new topic about Brahman wKiph: is. the highest" 
Truth is begun, though T^arada does not ask. 
irhether there is any truth higher than the vital 
force, Sanatkiimaia, in accordance with W^rada’s- 
desire to be an Ativ^din. through Truth, now leads 
him by a series oi steps to the knowledge of the- 
Bhuman, showing that this Bhuman is Brahman. 
Moreover, if the vital force, says the Sutra, were^ 
the Bhtfmon, then the Sruti would not give any 
information about it — as it does in Chh. T. 241' T 
cited above — ^beyond what it h'as^ already given in 
section 15. 

II 

J Because the qualities are appropriate 

9. And beoatise the qualities (men- 
tioned in the texts) are appropriate (only in 
the case of Brahman). 

The qualities referred to are-: Truth, resting 
on its own greatness, non-duality, bliss, all-per— 
vadittgness, immortality, etc., mentioned” in the- 
text under discussion, which hold good only in the- 
case of Brahman and not of the vitah force, whic^ 
is but an effect and as such cannot possess- any of 
these qualities. Moreover the chapter 'begins 
thus : '‘The knower of the Self goes heyohd^ 
misery”, which shows that the Sell or Brahman ; 
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tlie' &'iils)|'ect ta be known. It is tberefore delineat- 
ed ini tke subsequent texts. ' 

Topic 3: Ahsliara is Brahman, 

In the preyious section because the epithet 
‘Truth* is generally applied to Brahman, the Bhu- 
mau was interpreted as Brahman. Following the 
tame argument the opponent holds that the ^vord 
‘Akahara* should mean the syllable *‘Om** in the 
texts to he taken up for discussion in this section^ 
for 'Akshara* generally means word or syllable, 

II II 

SBRSt T5e Akshara ( because ) it 

supports all up to Akfiisa (ether). 

10. The Akshara (the Imperishable) 
(is Brahman) because it supports (every- 
thing) up to Akasa (ether). 

‘*0 (iSrgi, the Brahmanas call this Akshara* *■ 
etc. (Brill. 3. 8. 8). Here the question is whether 
‘Akshara* means the syllable ‘Om’ or Brahman. 
The doubt arises because ‘Akshara* etymologically 
means a syllable and therefore commonly repre- 
sents the syllable ‘Om*, which is also ah object of 
meditation. The Sutra however says ‘Akshara* 
here stands for Brahman, Why? For the text 
says, “In that Akshatraj 0 Gargi, is the ether 
woven like warp and woof** (Brih. 3. 8. 11)^ This 
attribute of supporting everything, even the 
Akasa, the first entity in the order of oreatioAy 
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cam bie ;;t;riie omly: of Brabjnami.^i :Tkem again ‘‘it is 
neitiier gross nor minute, neither sh^^t nor long*' 
etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 8) sho>!rs that all relative, 

qualities ai^e absent in it. Therefore the ‘Akshara* 
'feahman. ' ■' ' ' . >'.r. ,■ < 

This feuppoi’tittg) ^ also sWIi^'iT^l^hedai'ise of the 
cdmmand. 

11. Because of the coihniand (attri- 
buted to Alcshara) this (supporting) (p^n be 
the work of the Highest Self only and not of 
the Pradhtoa). 

“Under the mighty rule of that Immutable 
lAkshara), 0 GrSrgi, the sun and thei moon are 
held in, theit' positions” (ttrih. 3. .8, 9)1 This com- 
mand or nilership cannot be the :^^ork of the non-r 
intelligent Pradhllna'. So the PradhUha cannot be 
the ‘Akshara’ which suppoi^ls OTerj^hihg' up to 
Ak3sh. / . . , ^ , 

w w 

J Because the qualities of any other 
than Brahman have been negated ^ aho. 

; 12. And because the qualities . of any 
other than Brahman have . been,, negated (by 
the Sruti)., , . ^ , , , , 

’ All other qualities referred to, in the text, as, 
for example, seeing, hearing, thinking, knowing. 
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4iaXc5,4 8. 11). point to a conscious principle 
and tlierefbre negate the Pradhana etc. Nor can it 
Be the individual soul, which is not Iree from limit- 
ing adjuncts as the Akshara is described. 

.'Topic 4: I'he fligliest Person , to he meditated 
, . upon is the Highest Brahman, . r 

In the last section the wotd ‘Akshara’, though 
it generally niaans syllable, was' interpreted, to 
refer to Brahman on account of the oharacteristife 
-quality of supporting eA^ery thing and we had to 
^0 to the etymological meaning of the. word 
Akshara viz. that which does not perish or- undergo 
.change- i,e. Brahman. Similarly in the text to be 
taken up for discussion the opponent holds that Oh 
account of the attainment of Brahmaloka as the 
result' of the" meditation we have to take by the 
Highest Person the Lower Braliman or Hixanya- 
garbha which is relatively speaking, higher, and 
not the Higher Brahman.. s - - : 

because' of liisi 

being mentioned he. 

13. Because of his being mentioned as 
m object Qf' (the. act af).seeiiig, he (whQ is to 
be meditated upon is Brahman). ^ 

i , “Again he who ■ meditates - with' I the . syEable 
‘Oniv of three (A-u-m), on the -^ighe^ 

person’’ etc. (Pr. b. 5).. A doubt «ar-ises l^eth^ 


, Object of seeing 
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the Highest Brahman or the Lower Brahman 
meant, becanse, in 5. ^ both axe mentioned, and 
also beeatise Brahmaloka is described as the fruit 
by the worship of this Highest Person, The Sutra 
says that this Highest Person is the Brahman and’ 
not Hirahyagarbha (the Lower Brahman). Why? 
Because the paragraph ends thus: “He sees the- 
Highest Person,’^ which shows that he realiaes or 
actually gets identified with the* Highest Persom 
It is not a mere imagination but an actuality, • for 
the object of an act of seeing is an actulity, as wh 
find from experience. But Hiranyagarbha is an 
imaginary being, since it is a product of ignorance. 
Hence the Highest Person means the Highest 
Brahman, which is a reality, and this very Brahman 
is taught at the beginning of the paragraph as the* 
object of meditation, for * it is not possible to 
realize one entity by meditating on another. 

^ The attainment of Brahmaloka by the wor^ 
shipper shoiild not be regarded aS an insignifioank 
fruit o,f the worship of the Highest Person, for ik 
is a step In gradual emancipation (Krama Mukti). 
Pirst he attains this Loka and then final beatitude*. 

Topic 5 : The '^mall AJcdsa^ is Brahman, 

In the previous section the epithet ‘Highest 
Person,’ being generally used with reference to the 
the Highest Brahman, was taken to mean that. 
The opponent now follows this argument and wants*' 
to interpret the word ‘Akasa’ occurring in the texts** 
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;iiO takeiu up for discussion in tliis section, 
etker, ikat; being tbe ordinary meaning of 
word, 

^ a II 

Small because of subsequent texts. 

14. The small (Ak^sa) (is Brahman) 
because of subsequent texts (which give* 
ample indication to that effect). 

“Now there is in this city of Brahman (the* 
body) a small lotus-lihe palace (the heart)y ahd’ lUa 
it a small AMsa. What exists within that stnall 
Akasa is to be sought, that is to be understood^' 
IChh. 8. 1. 1); Here the ‘small Akasa' is Brahinaua 
and does not mean ether, though it is the ordinary* 
meaning of the word; nor does it mean the Jiva or 
indiTidual soul, though there is the qualificatioua 
‘small', which may show that it is a limited some-^ 
thing. Why? Because the characteristics of 
Brahman occur later on in the text, “As large as^ 
this (external) ether is, , so large . is that Akasa 
within the heart'' (Chh. 8. 1^ 3), which clearly 
shows it is'^not actxially small. Again Ak&sa can- 
not be compared with itself, nor can the limited^ 
individual soul be compared with the all-pervading 
ether.. Therefpre the two are precluded; Then we > 
haye the characteristics of Brahman. ; “Both the * 
earth and heaven are contained in it" (Ibid. 8* 1. 
3), which shows that this AhSsa is the support (^f 
the whole world. “It is the Self, free> from siiir^. 
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fl’ee frobi t»ld age’'^ 'etc. (Ibid. 8.1.5); all of whieli 
toe distinctly qualities of tlie Higliest Brahman. 

^ ft ^ \\ n 

’ifen^ii^From going an4 tjie ,word ^ .like- 
wise it; is seen fe®fJl.iud/catory.piga ^ and. 

* ^ 15. The small Akd^sa (is Brahman) 

on account of going '(^ihto Brahhian) and 
of the wordj (Brahmaloka) {i,e. the . indivi- 
dual soul’s going into Brahman) is likewise 
seen (ffom other Sruti texts) ; and (the daily 
going)' is an indicatory sign (by which we 
can interpret the word Brahmaloka) . . 

'This- Sutra gives- further reasons that the 
Ak^sa? is Brahman; ‘ 

; All these creatures day after day go ilito this 
Brahmaloka- (i^e. they are hierged ih Brahman 
while fast asleep) -and, yet do not^AiscoVef' it’^ etc. 
^*Chk: 8: 3 . ' 2) . This text shows that in deep sleep 
Jail Tivas go daily into the ‘small AMsa% called 
here Brahmaloka (the world 'of Brahman); thus 
■showing that the ‘small AkSsa’ is Brahman.' In 
'Other Sruti texts also we find that this going of the 
individual soul into Brahman in deep sleep is men- 
tioned:' “He becomes united With the Eeal (Sat), 
‘he is merged in kis own self^ ' (Ohh. 6. -8. 1); The 
word ‘Brahmaloka/ is to he interpreted as Brahinah 
Itself, and not as the world of Brahmfi, beoAnse Of 
the indicatory sign' in the' text where it is Said that 
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tile ,iSpul;gp^§l to, tkis world every day, for, it is, not 
possible to go to tlie world of Braknia every day^ 




; ’!&! On aoOonnt of tlie supporting -(of' the world 
by the Akto) inoreovor this greatness* 

a|f^JP?.in Brahman being seen. 

16. Moreover on account of the sup- 
porting (of the world by the small Akd.sa it is 
Brahman) for this greatness is seen in this/ 
(Brahman only from other scriptural texts). 

‘‘That Sel'f 'ik' a hajilc; a 'limiting support, kh- 
that these worlds laay not get confonhded’^i (Ohli. 
8:4. 1)— in which text is se'On thfe glory of the- 
‘small Akasa’ hy way of holding thfe 'worlds^ 
asunder. It is learnt beyond doubt from cither 
texts that this greatness of supporting belongs to- 
Brahman alone : ‘ ‘Under the mighty rule of that 

Immutable (Akshara), 0 Gargi, the sun and mooiu 
are held in their positions"^ (Brih, 3. 8. 9). See* 
also Ibid. 4. 4. 22. - 


51^! Because of the well-kndwh (meaning) ^ also. 

’ 17. Also becaiise of the wiDll-khovm 

meaning (of Ak^sa as Brahman ,the ‘amair 
Ak^sa' is Brahmah). ^ ; / 

“Akhsais tlie revealer of all names and forms”- 
(Ciih. 8. 14. 3 )'• ‘‘All. tii,ese -beings take ipiyir^ ri^^ 
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irom Akasa alone” (Gkli. 1; 9. 1). In all tliese 
(Passages ‘Akasa* stands for Brahman. 

ii ii 

^-WRjf^Becanse of the reference to , the other 
( i, ,e, the individual soul ) he (the individual soul) 
if it be said «T no account 7 of: 

impossibility. e:; 

T 18. Because of the reference to ther 
•other {i,e. the individual soul in a-comj^le- 
mentary passage) if it be said that he (the 
Individual soul) (and not Brahman is meant 
by the ‘small Akasa'), (we $ay) no, on 
.account of the impossibility (of , such an 
..assumption). ! , 

f'Now that beingj the individual soul (Jiva) in 
I deep sleep,, which having risen above this earthly: 
ibody** etc;., (Ohh,.v 8:7 3*/4); Siiice iu this comple- 
^mentary^passage the individual soul U reiehred to,^ 

. one may say that the ‘small Ak^sa* of Ohh. B. 1 . I 
is also the individual soul. It cannot -be. 5 ' ior a 
'Comparison is made in Chh, 8 . 1. 3 between the 
‘small Akasa* and ’‘the: ether/ which would he 
.absurd, if by ‘sruall Akdsa* Jiva were meaut, 
because there, can be no comparison between a thing 
that is limited like tho inrlividnnl souk and the alh, 
pervading ether. I lu? <)i 11 ibiiu'..: like,) ‘free fi’om 
evil* of this Akasa, referred to in the passage under 
' discussion, cannot be true of the individual soul. 
'80 Brahman is meant in that passage. 
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i^m^Froin subsequent texts (in the chapter) 
if with its real nature made manif e^i^, 

5 bitf • 

. ■ 19. If (it be said) that from subsequent 

:text8 (which contain references to the Jiva^ 
‘small Akasa’ means the Jiva) (we say) but 
c(that reference to the Jiva is in so far as its); 
real nature (as, npn-diherent from Brahman), 
is made manifest. 

An objection is agaiiii' raised tb justify that 
the ‘fimall Akasa’ refers to the individual soul^ In 
Ohh. in the later sections, vis:, sections 7^11 of 
chapter 8, the different states, of the individual soul 
;are mentioned. Section 7 begins thus: “That self 
which is free from sin ... is what is to be search- 
*ed'' etc. Then we have, “That person who is 'seen 
in the eye (the individual soul) is the self”, ](Chh, 
8. 7. 4); “He who moves glorified in dreams is the 
;eelf” (Ohh. 8.10.1). “When a being is thus asleep^ 
drawn in, perfectly serene, and sees no dreams, 
ihat is the self” (Ohh. 8.11.1)., in each of 

these descriptions of the self we have for it the 
qualifying terms, ‘immortal and fearless*, 
show that it is free from evil. It is clear thdt' here 
"the individual soul is meant, and not the Supreme 
Lord, for the, latter is free from these three 'States 
'(vig.. waking, dream, and deep sleep; and it is dsofi 
«aid to.be free from evil. Therefore ‘smalhAk^a/ 
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in the preceding- section refers to the soul and not 
to the Supreme Lord. 

This Sutra refutes this and says that the refer- 
ende is to the individual soul in its real nathre as 
identical with Brahman and not to the individua*! 
sotll as &uch. ’*As soon as it has approached the 
highest light it appears in its own form. It.(the]iy 
is the Highest Purusha^' (Chh. 8. 12. 3). Tt is 'only 
as hon'-differeut from Brahman ' that the' ' Jiva^ W 
free from evil etc, and not as the individual Soul, 
r c ' 

tow: II 

For a different purpose and refe- 

rence. 

20. And .the reference (to the indivi- 
dual soul) is for a dfffeieut purpose. 

The detailed reference to the three Sjfcates of the- 
the individual soul (Jiva) is meant not to estahlisli 
the , nafure of the individual soul as such, hut to 
show fins^lly its real nature, which is non-different 
from Brahman. 

' II II 

; Because of the Sruti, declaring its siuaJl- 

ness;^ %[^if it, be said cRl. that has already 
been explained, 1 . 

21. If it be said that because the Srutr 
declares the limitedness (of this Ak^a^ 
therefore it cannot rMer to the alLperyadihg 
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Bi^ahman); (we saj) that has already bepn 
explained (as having reference to devout 
meditation only. Vide 1. 2. 7). " 

To'pic 6: That which shining j everything 
shines is Brahman, 

, In tlie last section, in the text quoted (Cbli. S. 
3,2. 3) there is mention of ‘the highest light’,. This 
4^ction is introduced to prove that what was 
referred to as Tiglit’ is Brahman, and for this other 
texts are taken tip for disonssioh in which tMfi 
‘light’ is mentioned. 

i ^ II 5151 II 

Because of the acting after ftf*! Its and. 

22. Because of the acting after {i.e, 
shining after) (That which shining, every- 
thing else shines) and (because by) Its (light 
everything else is lighted). 

“There the stin does not shine, nor the moon 
... It shining, -everything else shines .afte-r It, 
by Its light all this is lighted” (Mu. 2. 2s 11). 
Here Tt’ refers to the, Supreme Brahman, the pure 
Consciousness, and not to any material light besides 
the sun and the moon. It is absurd to say that 
one light is lighted by another. ISTor do we know of 
any material light besides the sun that can light 
it. Tt shining, everything else shines’ shows that 
it is tlie principle of Intelligence which .shines first 
pf all. ‘By, Its light all this is lighted’ shows th^ 

B.s. — 8 
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it is tile ligiit of iBtelligenoe, Consciousness or 
Bralinian wMcL. illumines the whole world, lumi- 
nous and no'aduminous. That Brahman is 'self- 
luminous we learn from tests like, “It is the light 
•of lights/’ 

II II 

Moreover the Smriti states. 

23. Moreover the Smriti states (It to 
ibe the universal light). 

“That the sun illumines not'’ e,tc. '(Gita 15. 6) 
:and also “The ligiit which residing in the sun 
illumines the whole world, that which is in the 
.mOon and in the hre — know that light to he Mine” 
‘iOm 15. 12). \ 

Section 7 : The 'person of the sue of a thumb 
is Brahman, 

II ^^11 

^iMHFrom the word itself measured, 

24. From the very word (‘Lord’ by 
which it is referred to in the text) (the being) 
measured (by the size of the thumb is 
Brahman). 

“The being of the size of a thumb, resides in 
the centre of the body. (Knowing that) Lord of 
the past and future, one does not seek to hide one- 
self any more. This is That” (Kath. 2. 4. 12). 
The being referred to is Brahman, because he is 
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\ ' spoten <0f as tSbe liorcl or ruler of tlie past and 

j future^ It cannot be the indiYidnal soul, though 

: the limitation in siae and residence in the centre of 

^ the body by themselves might be more applicable 

' in iiis case. Moreovei* in reply to the request of 

Nachiketas who wanted to know Brahman, Yama 
refers to this being of the siise of a -thumb thus : 

;) '‘That which you wanted to know is this.’^ 

' g II ii 

With reterence to the heart 3 
^l^-9Tf^'iti<«iq^man (alone) being entitled. 

25. But with reference to (the space in) 
the heart (the Highest Brahman is said to fie 
of the size of a thumb) ; (and because) man 
' aloiae is entitled (to the study of the Vedas). 

j How conld the all-pervading Brahman be of 

ithe -size of a thnmb, as stated by the previous 
Sutra ? Because the space in the heart is of the 
j =6126 of =a thumb, therefore Brahman, with reference 

' to Its abiding within that space, is described as 

] being of the size of a thumb. Since Brahman 

abides within the heart of all living creatures, why 
is the ‘‘thumb* used as a standard? Because man 
.alone is entitled to the study of the Yedas and to 
the different UpasanHs of Brahman prescribed in 
them, thertefore it is with reference to him' that the 
I thnmb is used as the staiidiird of measurement. “• 

( 

!■ 
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. Topic 8:. The right of the gods to the study 
of the Vedas, 

ii 

Above thorn also B^dar^yana. 

^Wfl^because ( it is ) possible, 

'26. (Beings) above them (men) alsa 
(are entitled to the study of the , Vedas) 
because (it is) possible (for them also to 
attain Knowledge according to) B^da- 
r^yana. 

In Sutras 26-38 there is a digression from the 
main topic in the Section. A doubt may arise 
from the previous Sutra that as it is said that, me,n 
alpne are entitled to the study of the Vedas, • the- 
gods are thereby debarred. To remove this doubt 
this Sutra iS given. The gods are also entitled to 
it, according to Badardyana. How? Because it ia 
possible for them also — since they too are corporeal 
beings — ^to have a desire for Brahmaloka or for 
final illumination and also to possess the hecessary 
requisites (the four-fold qualification) for such 
illumination. In the Sruti also we find Indra and 
other gods living the life of Brahmacharya for 
attaining this knowledge of Brahman. T'or in-, 
stance, Chh. 8. 11, 3; also Taitt* 3. 1, where the 
god Varuna is Said to have possessed that Know- 
ledge which he teaches to his son Bhrigu. ' 


I ■ 
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Contradiction to sacrifices if it 

"be said •! not the assumption of many 

(forms) ^Wl^becaiise it is found (;n fhe scriptures). 

27, If it be said (that the corporeality 
-of the gods would involve) a contradiction to 
.sacrifices ; (we say) no, because W 0 find ^~(ih, 
the scriptures) the assumption (by the gods) 
of many (forms at one atid the sanie time). 

If gods possess bodies, then it would not be; 
jjossible for one and the saiue god to be present in: 
.aacrihoes performed simultaneously at- different 
places. This is the objection, which is refuted by 
the latter part of the Sutra on the ground that the 
.gods, like the Yogis, owing to their Yoga powers 
vare capable of assuming several forms (Kfiyavyuha)^ 
simultaneously. See Chh. 7, 26. 2. Again as a 
sacrifice consists in making offerings by the sacri- 
ficer to some divinity, many persons at the same 
•time may make such offerings to a single divinity, 
even as many persons can at the same time salute a . 
-single person. 

With regard to ( Vedic) words ^ it be 

said "T, no 9 ??t: from these (words) SVrqitl. because ^ , 
the creation from direct perception 

'.and inference. , ; , , 
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28. I.f it be said (tbat tbe corporeality 
of the gods would involve a contradiction V 
with regard to (Vedic) words^ (we say) no^ 
because of the creation (of the world together 
with the gods) from these (words);,, (as is 
known) from direct perception (Sruti) ^ and 
inference fSmriti). 

. A further objectiou is raised with respect to- 
the corporeality of the gods. If they have a body, 
they too like men would be subject to biicths, and 
deaths. Kow all the words in the Vedas according- 
to Purva Mimamsh are eternal. So also every word 
has for its counterpart a form, an object which it 
denotes. The relation between a name or word and 
form (the object) is eternal. The word or name, its 
object, and their relation are eteunal verities. Now 
in the Vedas we find words like Indra, Varuha, 
etc. — ^the natnes of the gods. If tlvese gods are nob 
eternal, since they possess bodies, then these words- 
cannot have their eternal counterpart,, the object.. 
So the eternity and authoritativeness of the Vedas,, 
which are based on the eternal relation between the- 
word and its object, would be a myth. This is the. 
main objection. It is answered tlius.‘ Each word’ 
erf -fche Vedas has an objective counterpart whicli ■ 
is not an individual but a type. The word /cow\ 
for instance, has for its counterpart' the 
object, which iS W type and as such is eternal and' 
does not depend on the birth or death of indivi- 
duals belonging to that type, Similar is the case’ 
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witli words like Indra, Yaruna, etc. Words re- 
presenting the gods etc. have for their connterparfc 
objects' that are types and not individuals. ’ Again 
Indra is the name of any one who would occupy 
that exalted position, like the Avord ‘king’ . in ordi- 
nary parlance. So there is no contradiction to 
Vedic words. As a matter of fact, the world in- 
cluding the gods etc. have originated from Yedic 
words. This does not mean that the Yedic wordvS 
coijstiltite the material cause of these things, 
which Brahman alone is, as stated in Sutra 1. 1. 2, 
What then is meant? According to Indian philo- 
sophy the universe, and its objects have both 
name and form as the conditions of their mani- 
festation. There can be no mental state (Chitta- 
vritti) unconditioned by name and form. The 
thought wave first manifests as a word and then 
as the more concrete form. The idea is the 
essence, and the form is, as it were,, the outer 
crust. What is true of the individual mind is 
also true of the cosmic mind. In this sense only 
is the world said to he created, rather manifested, 
from the Yedic words. This is endorsed hy the 
Sruti and Smriti. In the Yedas’it is said that the 
liord uttered different words before creating differ- 
ent types oi beings. Yide Brih. 1. 2. 4. “The 
several names, actions, and conditions of all things 
He shaped in the beginning from the words of the 
Yedas^’' (Kanuv 1.21). ' 
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^T?n^ Erom" this very reasoii =^f also fejReRl. the 
etei’nity, 

29. From this very reason also (results) 
the eternity (of the Vedas), 

Since the objects are eternal that' is, gods etc. 
as types are eternal, the Tedio words are eternal. 
This establishes the eternal nature o£ thev Vedas, 
The Vedas were not written by anybody. They 
are impersonal and eternal. The Rishis only 
discovered them, but were not authors of the Vedic 
texts. ‘‘By means of their past good deeds (the 
priests) attained the capacity to understand the 
Vedas; (then) they found them dwelling in the 
Rishis'^ (Big-Veda 10.71.3)^ which shows that the 
Vedas are eternal. 



11 


Because of similar names and 
forms and QTff^ in the revolving of .the. world 
cycles Qlfif even no contradiction from 

the Srnti from the Smriti ^ and. 

30. And because of the sameness of 
names and forms (in every fresh cycle) there 
is no contradiction (to the eternity of the 
Vedic words) even in the revolving of the 
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iv^orld cycles, as is seen from the Srnti and 
the Sniriti. 

An objection is raised. Since at tEci end hf a 
-cycle everything is completely destroyed and crea- 
tion begins afresh at the beginning of the ne^ct 
•cycle, there is a break in the continuity of exis- 
tence,* so even as types the gods are not eternal. 

This upsets, the eternal relation of Vedio words and 
the objects they rejpresent, and consequently the 
^eternity of the Yedas and their authority fall, to 
the ground. This Sutra refutes it. Just as a 
person afier waking from deep sleep finds no break 
'.in the coniiniuly of, existence, so also in the state 

of Pralaya (end of a cycle) the world is in a 

potential state — in seed form — ^in ignorance, and 
not completely destroyed: at the beginning of the 
next cycle it is again manifested into a gross form 
with all the previous variety of names and forms. 
As tbe world does not become absolutely non- 
•existent, the eternity of the relation between Yedic 
words and their objects is not contradicted, and 
consequently the autboritativeness of the Yedas 
remains. This eternal existence of the world in 
gross and fine forms alternatively and the simila- 
.rity of the names and forms are brought out by the 
Sruti and Smriti texts. "^As formerly the Lord 
^ordered the sun and the moon, heaven, earthy, thfe 
*eky’^ etc. (Big-Yeda 10. 190. 3), 


124 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS ' 




la MadUu VidyS. etc. 3l?P15[T^on ac<^uiifc 
of the impossibility disqualification 

Jaimiai ( is of opinion ). 

31. On accfuint of the impossibility (of 
the gods) being qualified for Madhu Vidya 
etc. Jaimini (is of opinion that the gods) are 
not qualified (either for Uptl^sanas or for the- 
knowledge of Brahman). 

Jn many of the Upasanas (devout medita- 
tions) a person is asked to meditate on the self of 
some god or other. Bor example, in Madhu YidyS 
one is to meditate on the sun as honey (something 
helpful). Such a meditation will he impossible for- 
the sun-god. Hence in XJpasan^s where one has to> 
meditate on the self of certain gods, these divi- 
nities themselves would naturally he disqualified; 
for the same person cannot be both the object of 
meditation and the worshipper. So Jaimini thinks, 
that the gods are not qualified for these devout 
meditations or for the knowledge of the Supreme* 
Brahman. 

li II 

As mere spheres of light because 
( used ) in the sense ^ and. 

32. And (the gods are not qualified for* 
Vidy^s) because (the words ‘sun’, ‘moon’,„ 
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etc., spoken of as gods) are used in the sen'Se 
of mere spheres of light. 

A further objection is given. There is no 
proof as to the existence of gods with hands, feet, 
etc., and with desires — which would qualify them 
for meditations and Knowledge. These are mere 
names of planets and luminary objects and as such 
are material inert things. Consequently they are 
not qualified for any hind of Vidy^ (meditation) 
prescribed in the scriptures. 

' ' II 

^ The existence (of qualification) 3 but 
■( sa"ge ,) B^bdara,yana ( maintains ) 3!%,, does exist , 
becj^use . . 

33. But Badarfiyana (maintains) the 
existence (of qualification on the part of the 
gods for the knowledge of Brahman), because 
(all those causes like body, desires, etc., 
which qualify one for such knowledge) do 
exist (in the case of the gods). 

Bfidardyana thinks that be&ides the Inminary 
orbs like the sun, moon, etc., each of them has a 
presiding deity of that name with body, intellh 
genbe* desires, etc., and as such there being all the 
causes which can qualify them for the Up^sanSlS' 
and Supreme Knowledge, the gods also are en- 
titled to them. The fact that the sun-god cannot 
be 'entitled to Madhu Vidya because he cannot 
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uxdfditate on tke suHj i.e. iiiiiiself, ^ does not 
disqualify him for other devout meditations or for 
the kiiowledge of Brahman. Similar* is the case with 
ether gods, . . i 

Topic 9: The right of the Sudras to the study 
of the Vedas' discussed’. 

ft: ii^»ii 

• S^Giuef 915E2T his from hearing his- 

(the Eishf s) contemptuous words cl?l that (grief) 
owing to his approaching is referred 
to ft because. 

34. His (King Janasruti's) 'grief 
{arose) from nearing the contemptuous 
words (of the Rishi in the form of a swan) ; 
owing to Ins approaphing (Raikva ; over- 
whelmed with) that (grief) (Rail^.va called 
him Sndra'i : because it (the grief), is referred 
{(> (!i\ wiio could read his mind). 

In the previous Sutra it has bpen shown that 
the gods are entitled to the Vedas and Knowledge. 
This Sutra discusses whether the Sudras are. en- 
titled to them or not. Since,, like the , gods, the 
Sudras also are possessed of a body, str^ngthy and 
desires^ it naturally follows tha:t . they ,too are 
‘entitled. In Ohh^dogya 4.2.5 Baikva ,at first 
calls Janasruti, a Sudi'a, when he conies for instruc- 
tion with presents, which are refused. ^But when; , 
he appears a second time, Raikva again calls him a 









Sxidriij this time accepts his presents and. 
teaches him. So it is maintained that the Sndras^ 
Nstlso are qualified for Knowledge. 

This Sutra refiitCvS the view and denies the right 
to the study of the Yedas for a Sndra by caste, since- 
the word SSudra^ occurring in the text referred tO' 
does not denote a Sndra by birth, which is its con- 
ventional meaning, for Janasrnti was a Kshatriya 
king (Chh. 4. 1. B). Here we must take the ety- 
njological meaning of the word, which is “He 
rushed into griefs ' or “He in his grief ^immediately 
approached Haikya.’* The following Sutra also^ 
.shows that he was a Kshatriya. 

( His ) Kshatriyahood being known 
and 3^^ later on by the indicatory sign 

( of his being mentioned ) along with a descendant 
of Chitraratha ( a Kshatriya ) 

35. . And because the Kshatriyahood. 
(of J^nasriiti) is known later on by the in- 
dicatory sign (of his being mentioned) along; 
with a descendant of Chitraratha (a Ksha- 
triya). 

J^nasruti is mentioned with the Kshatriya 
Ghaitraratha Abhiprat&rih in connection with the- 
same Vidyfi,, and so we can infer that Janasriiti also- 
wa& a Kshatriya, for as a rule equals alone ari^ 
mentioned together. 
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^f^R-Hii+^^lfd^Purificatory ceremonies being men- 
tioned its absence being declared 

,, and. 

36. Because purificatory ceremonies are 
:mentioiied (in the case of the twice-born) 
.and their absence is declared (in the case of 
the Sudras). 

Purificatory ceremonies lil^e ITpanayana etc. 
are declared by the scrii^tures to be a necessary 
condition of tlie study of all lands of knowledge or 
Vidya; but these are meant only for the higher 
‘Castes. Their absence in tbe case of tbe Sudras is 
.repeatedly declared in the scriptures. “Sudras do 
•^not incur sin (by eating prohibited food), nor , have 
they any purificatory rights^ \ etc. (Maliu 10. 12. 
^6). Consequently they are not entitled to the 
/Study of the Vedas. 

!i^: II II 

On the asocrihinmeiit of the absence 
of that ( Sudrahood ) and from inclination. 

37. And because the inclination (on 

the part of Gautama to impart Knowledge 
is seen only) on the ascertainment of the 
absence of Sudrahood (in ,J4bfila Satya- 
kama). , , 

That Sudras are not qualified is known also 
from the fact that great teachers like' Gatitaniii 
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jnade sure "before imparting’ Knowipdge tliat dis- 
■ciples like Jabala Satyakama were not Sudras. 
.See Obli. 4. 4. 5,. 

;^-9^^q’qiT-3|!§[-5l{^q^a;^Becaiise of the prohibition 
of hearing, studying and understanding in the 
Smriti ^ and. 

38. And becau^p of the prohibition in 
the Smriti of hearing and studying (the 
Vedas) and knowing their meaning and per- 
forming Vedic rites (to Sudras, they are not 
entitled to the knowledge of Brahman). 

Sutras '34-38 disqualify the Sudra for the 
knowledge of Brahman through the study of the 
yedas. But it is possible for them to attain that 
knowledge through the Puranas and the epifcs 
[(E/ain ayana and Mahabharata). 

The digression begun from Sutra 26 ends here 
■and the general topic is again taken up. 

To'pic 10: The Prana in which everything trembles 
is Brahman. 

In topic 7 it was i^roved that the reference to 
the Jiva was to inculcate the knowledge of 
Jlrahman, as the former is really identical with 
Brahman. But in the text to be discussed ‘Prafta’ 
■cannot refer to Brahman, as such identity is hot 
possible — this seems to be the line of thinking hf 
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the oppeaent, who therefore tahes tip thia topic for 
(liscuaaion. ? . . . 1 , ; 


II 1} 

account of vibration. 

39. (Pr^ina is Brahman) on account of 
the vibrati on (spoken of the whole world) . 

“Whatever there is in the whole world has 
come out of and trembles in the Praha’’ etc. (Kath. 
2. 6. 2). Here ‘Prana’ is Brahman and not the 
vital force. Why? Pirst because of the context, 
since Brahman is the topic in the previous and 
subsequent texts. Again “The whole world trem- 
bles in Pr^ua” — in this we have reference to an 
attribute of Brahman, It being the abode of the 
whole world. It. is the cause of the life of the whole 
world including the Prana. Lastly, immortality is 
declared to him who knows this Praha and ‘prhna’ 
is also often used to denote Brahman in the Sruti. 

topic 11: The Highf is Bmhmdn. 

In the last topic ‘Prana’ was taken to mean 
Brahman from the context. But in the text taken 
up for discussion in this topic, there is no such con- 
text by which ‘light’ can he taken to he Brahman 
— so says the opponent. 

Light on account of (Brahman) being 


seen. 
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40. Light (is Brahman) on accjount of 
(Brahman) being seen (as the subject of the 
texts). 

“’TIiuvS does that sereae *beiiig, arising from the 
body, appear in its own form as soon as it has 
approached the highest light” (Ohh. 8. 12. 3). 
Here ‘highest light’ stands for Brahman. Why? 
Beoanse Brahman is the subject of the whole 
section. The ‘highest light’ is also called the 
Highest Person in that text itself later on. free- 
dom fro?n th^ body is said to^ belong to that being 
which is one with this ‘lighv.’ DiscmboduMl state 
or Precdom can arise only Ironi being identified 
with Brahman. 

Topic 12: The Akdsa which reveals names 
and forms is Brahman. 


II 


3ira5I! Akasa bee^ it is 

declared to be something difi’erent etc. 

4T. Ak^sa (is Brahman) beewse^ . tt is 
declared to be something different eta. (from 
names and forms and yet their revealer). 

“That which is called Ak^sa is the revealer of 
all names and forms. That within which these 
names and forms are, is Brahman, the immortal, 
the &elF^\(Ghh. :8.14A). . 

Here /‘Akasa’ is Brahman. Why? Because 
names and forms are said to be within this Aklsa^, 
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wliicli is therefore di:fferent from tliese. In tHs 
plienomenal world eyerything is conditioned by 
name and form, and Brahman alone is beyond 
them. Akasa is said tb be the revealer of names 
and forms; and as the Inner Unler of the whole 
world of names and forms it cannot be anything else 
hnt Brahman, Moreover, epithets like ‘Infinite,’ 
‘Immortal/ ‘Self^ also show that ‘Akasa’ here refers 
to Brahman, 


Topic IS: The Self consisting of knowledge 
is not the individual soul hut Brahman, 


In the previous topic because Akasa was spoken 
of as different from names and forms, it was taken 
as Brahman. This argument is objected to by the 
opponent, who cites that even difference is spoken 
of with respect to the individual soul apd 
Brahman, who are really identical. So this topic 
is taken up for discussion. 


In deep sleep and death as 

different. 


42. Because of the Supreme Self being 
shown as different (from the individual soul) 
in the states of deep sleep and death. 

In the sixth chapter df the Brihad^lranyaka 
TJpanishad, in reply to the queHidn,/‘ Which is that 
Self'-’ (4. 3. 7), a lengthy exposition of the nature 
of the Self is given. The question is whether the 
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Sell- is the. Supreme Self or the individual soul. 
This Sutra says it is the Supreme Self. Why ? 
Because it is shown to he different from the iildi- 
vidual self in the state of deep sleep and at the 
time of death. “This person, embraced by the 
supremely intelligent Self, Imows nothing that is 
without or within'’ (Brih. 4. 3. 21), which shows 
that in deep sleep the ‘person’ which represents the 
individual soul, is different from the Supreme Self, 
callefl here the supremely intelligent Self. 

The ‘person’ is the individual soul, because the 
,absence of the knowledge of external things and 
things within in deep sleep can be predicated only 
of the individual soul, which is the knower, and the 
■supremely intelligent Self is Brahman because such 
intelligence can be predicated of Brahman only. 
Similarly at the time of death. (Brih. 4. 3. 35) 
Therefore Brahman is the chief topic in this section. 
The extensive discourse on the individual soul in 
this section is not to establish its Jivahood, but to 
'Show that it is in reality not different from 
Brahman, 

II M 

43. On account of words like ‘Lord' 
etc. (the Self in the text under discussion is 
the Supreme Self). .. . 

Epithets like ‘Lord,’ ‘Buler,’ etc. are applied 
to the ‘Self’ discussed- in the text (Vide Brih. 4. 4. 
:22), and fhese ;are apt only in the case of Brahman, 
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for these epithets show that the thing apoheu af is 
heyond bondage. So the word. ‘’Self’ denotes the 
Supreme Self and not the diva. 




CHAPTEE I 


Section Iv 

In topic 5, section 1 , it lias been shown that as 
the Sankhyan Pradhana is not based on scriptural 
authority and that as the Sruti texts all refer to an 
inteljigent principle a§ the Eirst Cause, Brahman 
is that First Cause. In all the subsequent Sntras of 
the fii'St three sections it has been shown how all the 
Yedinta texts refer to Brahman. .Now the fact that 
the Pradhana is not based on scriptural authority 
is questioned by the opponent, and his objections 
are being answered. The whole of section 4 practi- 
(.•aHy answers all objections fj’om the Sankhyan 
^standpoint. 

Topic 1: The Maliai and Avyalita of the Katha 
Upnnuhad do not refer to the Sdnhhyan 
cate^ri.es. 

In the last topic of the previous section, hy a 
reference to the well-lmown individual soul, 
Brabman, which is not so well known, was taught. 
So the opponent in this topic holds that j;he refer- 
ence to Avyakta in the text to be quoted should he 
•taken to deal with the well-known Sankhyan cate- 
£‘OJ*y- : 
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II m 

ari^Jn^f^jJ^That which is inferred {i. e. the Pra- 
dhtoa ) 3#r also in some ( recensions of the 

texts ) ^ ^^,if it be said •! no . 

because it is mentioned in a simile referring to the 
body ( the Sruti ) explains too. 

1. If it be said that in some (receiir 
sions of the Vedas) that which is inferred 
{i.e. the Pradhana) (is) also (mentioned):, 
(we say) no, because (the word ‘Avyakta"’ 
occurring in the Katha Upanishad) is men- 
tioned in a simile referring to the body (and 
means the body itself and not the Pradhana 
of the S^nkhyas); (the Sruti) too explains 

An objection is again raised here by the 
Sankhyas that the Pradhana is also based on scrip- 
tural authority, for some S^khas (V edic recensions) 
like the Katha Sakha (school) contain expressions 
wherein the Pradhana seems ' to be referred to ; 
'‘Beyond the Mahat (Great) there is the Avyakta 
(Undeveloped), beyond the Undeveloped is the 
Puriisha (Being)” etc. (Katli. 1* 3. 11), The 
word ‘Avyakta^ they say, here refers to the Pra- 
dhana. Because the words ‘Mahat% ‘Avyakta', 
and ‘Puriisha’, which occur in the same order as- 
mentioned in the Sdnkhya philosophy, occur in the 
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text^ and 80 they are recognized to be the same cate- 
gories of the Sankbyas. 

This Stitra after raising this objection refutes 
it thus : The -word ^Ayyakta’ is used in connection 
with a simile referring to the body, and does not 
refer to the Pradh^na. In that word we recognize 
something mentioned in an earlier text. “Know 
that the soul is the rider of the chariot and the 
body the chariot. Consider the intellect to he the 
charioteer and the mind the reins. The senses, 
they say, are the horses, and their roads are the 
sense-objects^ etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 3-4). All these 
things that are referred to in these yerses are to be 
found in the following: “The objects are superiot* 
to the senses, the mind is superior to the object, 
the intellect is superior to the mind, the Mahat is 
superior again to the intellect, the Avyakta is supe- 
rior to the Mahat, and the Purusha is superior to 
the Avyakta, Nothing is superior to the Purusha,’^ 
etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 10-11). 

Now compare these two quotations. The 
senses, mind and intellect, mentioned in the earlier 
texts, are to be found in these later texts. The 
Atmun of the earlier texts is denoted hy the 
'Purasha' of the later ones. The Mahat of the 
later texts means the cosmic intellect and so is in- 
cluded in the intellect of the earlier texts, where 
it is used in a comprehensive sense to include both 
the individual and cosmic intellects. What 
remains is only the body in the earlier texts, and 
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Avj7akta in tlie later texts; and so Avyakta means 
tke body bere and not the PradbSna. We shall 
not be justified in interpreting a Sruti according 
to..S4nkbyan technicalities.,. For the purpose of 
recognition a comparison should be made not with 
the iStnriti. but with similar passages of the Sruti 
itself,' like those, cited above. 

Subtle 5 i>^^t ?n5§^^because it can be pro- 
perly so designated. 

2. But the subtle (cause of the body is 
meant by the term 'Avyakta’) because it can 
be properly so designated. 

An objection is raised. As the body is gross 
and developed, how can it be referred to by the 
term ‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped)? The answer is, 
here, not the gross body but the causal substance, 
i.e, the hve uncompounded elements out of which 
the body is built, is meant. They, Being subtle 
and not fully manifest and also being beyond 
sense perception, can be properly designated by 
the term Avyakta’ (Undeveloped). It is' also a 
common thing to denote the effect by the canse and 
hence indirectly the gross body is referre.d to here. 
“Mix the Soma with the cow {i.e, inilk)” (Big 
Teda 9. 46. 4). 



On account of its dependence ,31^^ is 

fitting. 
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3, On account of its dependence (on 
the Lord), it fits in (with our theory). 

It may he said. that if a subtle causal condi- 
tion of the gross world is thus admitted, it is as 
^ood as accepting the Pradhana. This Sutra 
makes the diiference clear.- While the Pradhana 
of the Sankhyas is an independent entity, the 
subtle causal condition admitted here is dependent 
•on the Supreme Lord. Such a causal condition 
has necessarily to be admitted, for -without that 
the Lord cannot create. It is the potential power, 
the causal potehtiulity inherent in Brahman. 3t 
iH Nescience. That explains why, when one's 
ignoiance is destroyed by Knowledge, there is no 
possibility of that liberated soul getting into 
bondage again. About this ignorance you cau 
neither say that it is nor that it is not; it is an 
illusion and so it is reasonably called uudeveloped 
(Avyakta). This ignorance or creative x)Ower can- 
not create of itself without the instrumentality of 
"the Lord. The illusion of a snake in a rope is not 
possible merely through ignorance without the 
Tope. So also the world cannot be created merely 
by ignorance without the substratum, the Lord. 
Hence it is dependent on the Lord. Yet the Lord 
is not in the least aftected hy this ignorance, even 
•as the poison does not affect the snake which has 
it. ’‘Know then* Prakrit! is and the great 

Lord the rnler of H4ya" (Svet 4. 10). So the 
Avyakta is a helper, as it were, to Iswara in His 
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creation^ and lienee suoli an Avyakta dependent on 
the Lord is significant and has to he admitted, 
says the Sutra. 



Because it is nc't mentioned ( as some- 
thing ) to be known ^ and. 

4. And because it is not mentioned 
(that the Avyakta) is to be known (it cannot 
be the Pradhana of the Sankhyas). ' 

Liberation, according to the SS,nk:hya8, results 
when the difierence between the Purusha and the 
Avyakta (Prakriti) is known. Hence the Avyakta, 
with them, is to be known. 'But here there is no 
question of knowing the Avyakta, and as such it 
cannot be the Pradhana of the Sankhyas. 

ft: II ^ li 

Does state ^ if it be said ^ no 
intelligent Self for 5H5K^^from the context. 

5. If it be said (that the Sruti) does 
state (that the Avyakta has to be known and 
therefore it is the Pradhana); (we say) no, 
for (it is) the intelligent (Supreme) Self 
(which is meant), since that is the topic. 

‘/He who has perceived that which is without 
sound j without touch . . . beyo^nd the Mahat 

(Great) and unchangeable, is freed from the jaws 
of death’ ^ (Hath. 1. 3. 15). The Sankhyas hold 
that in this text the Sruti says that the Pradhana 
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has to be known to attain Freedom; for tlie des- 
cription given of the entity to be known tallies 
with the Fxadhana, which is also beyond the 
Mahat. The Sutra refutes this saying that by 
Avyakta, the one beyond the Mahat (Gireat) etc., 
the intelligent (Supreme) Self is meant, as that is 
the subject-matter of that section. 

1 1 ^ ii 

Of three ^ only and thus 
introduction question and. 

6. Arid thus the question and elucid-^ 
iation with reference to three only (of which 
the Pradh^na is not one) (is consistent). 

In the Katha Upanisbad Kachiketas aaks> 
Yama three questions only, viz. about the fire 
(sacrifice), the individual soul, and the Supreme 
Self. The Vradhana is not mentioned. So we 
cannot expect Yama to go out of his way and 
treat of the Pradhana, which has not been inquired 
into. 


\\ ^ 11 

^fS^Like Mahat ^ and, 

7. And like Mahat (the word ‘Avyakta' 
does not refer to any Stokhyan category). 

The Mahat -according to the Sankhyas means 
the first-born > the cosmic intelligence; but in th& 
Vedic texts it iS associated with the word *Self.* 
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Passages like “Tlie Maliat (Grreat) is stiijerior to 
the intellect’’ (Kath. 1. 3. 10), clearly show that it 
is used in a difierent sense from the intellect and 
refer to the Self in different aspects. Similarly 
though the Avyakta in the S^nkhya philosophy 
may mean the Pradhana or Prakriti, in the Srnti 
texts it means something different. So the Pra- 
•^dhSna is not based on scriptural authority but is a 
mere inferi’ed thing. 

Topic 2: The tri-colourGd Ajd of the S'oetdsvatara 
Upanishad is 7tot ihe SdnJdiyan Pradhana. 

In the last topic the opponent was refuted on 
the ground that the mere mention of the word 
‘Avyakta’ was not sufficient reason to identify it 
•as the S^nkhyan categojy called the Pradhana. 
The opponent here gives more analogies from the 
;Sruti texts to uphold his view. 



Like the bowl want of special 

-characteristics. . ^ , 

8. (The word 'Aja’ cannot be asserted 
to mean the Pradhana) for want of special 
characteristics, as in the case of the bWl. 

.“There is one Aja, red, white, and black 
producing* manifold offspring of the same appear- 
ance (colour)” (Sveti 4. 6). The question is 
whether this ‘Ajfi^ refers to the Sankhya category 
Pirakriti or to the fino elements firey iwater, and 
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earth.. The Sahkhyas hold that ‘Aja’ here meam 
the Pradhtoa, the anborn; and red, white, and 
black refer to its three constituents, the Ganas — 
Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas. This Sutra refutes 
this, saying that in the absence of special charac- 
teristics there is no basis for such a special asser- 
tion. The text can be interpreted otherwise also. 
“There is a bowl that has its opening below and 
bulging at the top^' (Brih. 2. 2. 3). It is impos- 
sible to decide from the text itself what kind of 
bowl is meant. So also it is impossible to lx the-/ 
meaning of 'Ajllf from the text alone. As in the 
case of the bowl the (‘oioplfMieiirarv K'xfcs fix what 
kind of bowl is meant, so also here we have to^ 
refer this passage to supplementary scriptural texts 
to fix the meaning of ‘Aja’ and not assert that it 
means the Pradhana. 

g, 3srr ii ii 

( Elements ) beginning with light 
but ^ so because read some. 

9. But (the elements) beginning with, 
light (are meant by the word Aja), becanse- 
some read so. 

The Chhandogya assigns to. the elements fire,, 
water, and earth, created by the Lord, red, white,’ 
and black colours. Vide Chh. 6. 2. 2-4 and 6. 4. 1. 

TiiS passage fixes? the meaning' of the word« 
‘‘Aj^^'-here, It refers to the three elementary 
substances viz, fire, earth, and water, froho. w'h.ich. 
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4lie rest of .tlie creation kas been produced. It is 
not tbe Prakriti of tbe Sankbyas consisting of tbe 
three Gnnas. In tbe former interpretation tbe 
three colours can be taken in their primary sense, 
whereas they can represent tbe three Gunas in a 
■secondary sense only. Moreover, the force of the 
recognition of the Srnti is stronger j that is to say, 
if we can beyond doubt recogni^se in this passage 
what is elsewhere mentioned in tte Sruti,- that will 
be more reasonable than to recognize categories of 
•a Srariti in the- Sno-ti texts. 

Instruction having been given 
■through ^ and imagery as in the case of 

‘ honey ^ etc. , incongruity. 

10. A:gd instruction having been given 
through the iinagery (of a goat) (there is) no 
incongruity, (even) as in tm-i c^ase of ‘honey' 
(standing for the sun in MadhnvidyA.. • for 
the purpase of devout ineditationj-^and isuch 
other cases. , : 

The. word ‘Aja’ refers to something unborp; 
so bow can it refer to tbe three causal Elements of 
the Chb^ndogya, which are something created? 
It is incongruous, says the objector. 

There is no. incongruity in it, answers the 
‘Sutra, as the elements are spoken of through the 
imagery of a she-got (Ajd). Even as the sun in 
Madhuvidya is ^‘epresented ' as honey in the text. 
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“Tlie sun indeed is the honey’^ (Chh. 3. 1. 1), so 
nlso axe the three elementary substances of the 
Chhandogya represented as the goat. A she-goat 
may be black, white, and red, and may give birth 
to offspring representing her in colour. Similarly 
out of the combination of fire, water, and earth, 
haying red, white, and' black colours respectively, 
are produced all the inanimate and animate beings 
of similar colours. The combination of the fine 
elements, fire, w^ter, and earth is here spoken of 
by the imagery bf a tri-coloured goat, and that is 
why it is called an Ajd, which does not however 
mean unborn. , 

To<pic 3: The fivefold five people of Brih. 4, 4. 17 
■are not the twenty -five Sdnhhyan categories. 

Not even from the statement of 

the number *TRWI^I^on account of the differences 
^&^4iiiq^on account of the excess ^ and. . 

11. Even from the statement of. the 
number (fivefold five, t'wenty-five cate^ 

gories, by the Sruti, it is) riot (to be pre~ 
sumed that, the Sruti refers to the Pradhana) 
on account of the differences (in the catego- 
ries) and the excess (over the number of the 
S^nkhyan categories). • 

‘‘ThatMn iwhich the five? ^oups of .j^Tp-' and 
the (subtle) ether axe placed, that very Atman’ ^otp. 
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(Brill. -4. 4. 17). Kow five times five makes, 
twenty-five, wliicli is exactly the number of tlie- 
S^nkbyan categories. So tfie Stinkbyas say that 
here is the scriptural authority for their philo- 
sophy. This Sutra refutes such an assumption. 
Por the SMchyan categories cannot be divided 
into groups of five on any basis of similarity, for 
all the twenty-five categories difier from each 
other. Secondly, the mention of the ether in the- 
text as a separate category would make the num- 
ber twenty^six in all, contrary to' the Sankhyan 
theory. 

snon^ ii ii 

Tne vital force etc. because of 

the complementary; passage. 

12. (The five people referred to are) 
the vital force etc., because .(we. find it to bo 
so) from the complementary passage. 

"‘They who know the vital force of thu vital 
force, the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the 
food of the food, the mind of the mind/^ etc.. 
(Srih. M^dhy. 4. 4. 21). The ‘five people’ refei^ 
to this vital force and the other four of tke text,, 
which are cited to describe Brahman. 



By light of some 9 T^;’f 06 a- 'not 
being mehtiohed. 
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13. ,(J-n. the text) of some (the Kanva 
recension) 'food not being mentioned (in the 
obmpleinentary passage referred to in the 
previous Sutra) (the number is made up) by 
light’ (mentioned in the previous verse). 

“That immortal Light of lights the gods 
■ worship as longevity” (Brih. 4. 4. 16), Though 
food is not mentioned in the text cited in the last 
Sutra according to the Kanva recension of the 
Satapatha Br^hmana, yet the four of that verse, 
together with light^ mentioned in the text cited 
above, would make the ‘five people’. 

Topic 4; There is no contraddoUon in the scriptures 
as regards the fact that Brahman is the First 
Cause, 

In the last three topics it has been shown that 
the Pradh^na of the Sankhyas is not based on the 
scriptures, and consequently it was established 
that all the Sruti texts refer to Brahman as the 
Pirst Cause. The opponent now tries to show that 
as the Vedanta texts contradict each other with 
respect to the order of creation, they are therefore 
of doubtful import, and consequently it is safer to 
accept the Pradhana, which is established by 
reason and inference, as the Pirst Cause. 

'bW<5n As the ( First ) Cause 'q anji sjpBRrilfe ^i.* 

»».— 18 


0 
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regards ether and so on W • being re- 

presented ( in other texts ) as taught ( in one text ). 

14. (Although) as regards (things 
created, like) ether and so on (the Vedanta 
texts differ), (yet there is no such conflict 
with respect to Brahman) as the First Cause, 
(on account of Its) being represented (in 
one te 2 tt). 

The 8dnkhyas contend that though the 
Pradhana cannot be the First Cause according to 
the Sruti, yet Brahman also cannot be taken to be 
the First Cause taught by the Sruti. Why? 
Because there is. conflict as regards . the ;order of 
creation; for some texts say that it is Akasa- that 
was first produced from .Brahman, some say that 
it is Prana, others that it is fire. This Sutra says 
that though there are conflicting yiews with res- 
■ pect to ’ things created, that is, as regards the 
-order of creation, yet since it is not the main 
object of the Sruti to teach about creation, it 
inatters little. The main object in these descrip- 
tions is to teach that Brahman is the First Cause, 
and with respect to this there is no conflict; for 
-every Tedanta text holds that Brahman is that. 

15 . On account .of the conne^^tiQn (with 
passage referring to Brahinan^ ,non-exis- 
tence does not Biean ^bsoJiute hb’h^^fitence). 
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A further objection is raised that - even as 
reg'ards Pirst Cause there is a conflict,^ for some 
lexts say that the Self created these worlds (Ait. 
Ar. 2. 4. 1. 2-3), others say that creation origi- 
nated from non-existence (Taitt. 2. 7). Again 
existence is taught as the First Cause in some 
itexts (Chh. 6. 2. 1-2). Spontaneous creation also 
is taught by some texts (Brih. 1. 4. 7). On 
account of these conflicting texts it cannot' be 
said that .all the Vedanta texts refer to Brahman 
uniformly as the First Cause. These objections 
are answered as follows : '‘This was indeed non- 
existence in the beginning’’ (Taitt. 2. 7). Non- 
existence here does not mean absolute non- 
existence but undiflerentiated existence. Exist- 
ence was at the beginning undifferentiated into 
name and form. Jn the texts of the Taittiriya 
Ilpajiishad Brahman is definitely described as not 
being non-existence. “He who knows Brahman 
ns non-existing becomes himself non-existing. 
He who knows Brahman as existing is known by 
sages as existing” (Taitt. 2. 6). This Brahman is 
ngain described as having wished to be many and 
created this world. 'Again “How can that which 
i'S be created from non-existence?” (Chh. 6. 2. 2) 
clearly denies such a possibility. “Now this was 
then undifferentiated” (Brih. 1. 4. 7), does, not 
•speak of spontaneous creation without a ruler, for 
it is. connected with another passage wher,e it is 
'fiaid> “He has entered here to the very tips of the 
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finger-nails’^ - (BriJi. 1. 4. 7), where ‘He’ refers to 
this ruler) and hence we ;have to take that the 
Lord, the ruler, developed what was tmdeveloped . 
Similarly Brahman, which is described in one 
•place as existence, is referred to. in another place 
as being the Self of alL by the word ‘Atman’. 
So all texts uniformly point to Brahman as the 
■ Birst Cause, and there is no conflict as regards 
this. .... 

Topic 5: He who is the maker of the sun, 
moon, etc., is Brahman and not Frdna {the vital 
force) or the individual soul. 

.-1 In the last topic the word ‘existence’ occur- 
ring in one passage helped us to interpret non- 
, existence occurring in another passage, as un- 
. differentiated existence and not absolute non- 
existence. But the opponent now takes up for dis- 
, cussion texts where the words ,‘Pr&na’ etc. can- 
not be reasonably interpreted ,to mean Brahman, 
.though It is mentioned in another text. 

li 

Because ( it ) denotes the world. 

Id. (He of whom all this is the work 
is Bfahman) because (the work) denotes the 
world. . . : 

“He, O B&laki,* who is the maker of these 
persons (whom' you mentioned), • and whose work 
this is — ^is alohe4o he known’’ (Earn. 4, 19). In 
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this section B^l^ki first describes the several in- 
dividual souls residing in the sun, moon, ether, etc. 
as Brahman. Ajhtasatru says that these are not 
the true Brahman and proceeding to teach the 
real Brahman says, “He who is the maker of these 
.persons is alone to be known and not .these 
persons.’' Here who is the maker of the sun, 
moon, etc, is the question. The opponent holds 
he is eithp the .ohie| P^^na px the individual soul. 
He is the 'chief Pi4na,'i!or the ‘activity’ of- niotidn 
connected wA Worlf refers 'to, Pl?ana,' afd^'^Pl^hna 
is also mentioned, -in .a rcpmplementaryi'-s/psfssiEtg:^'?' 
“Then he becomes oixr witlp#iat , Prina{.< jalone” 
{Kan. ,4. 20), It may .also be the Jiva, for in “As 
the master feeds with. his people. . . thus does 
-the conscious self feed with the other seifs” (Kau. 
4. 20) it is referred to. The Sutra refutes all this 
and says it is Brahman < that is referred to by 
‘maker’ in the te:s:t; for Brahman is taught here. 
‘T shall teach you Brahman.” Again ‘this’,- 
which means the world, is his wmrk — which clearly 
points out that the ‘he’ is pone other thap, 
Brahman, Therefore the maker is neither Prana 
nor the individual soul, but the Supreme Lord, t . 


I,? II 

On . account of characteristics 
of the individual soul and the chief Pr^na ^ hot 
^ be said ?l?lthat s»lR^RHl^has already been 

explained. . ■ ir 
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17. If it be said that on account of the 
-characteristics of the individual soul and 

the chief Prana be foitid in the text^ 
Brahman is) not (referred to by the word 
'maker* in the passage cited)/ (we reply) 
that has already been explained. 

See note on 1. 1. 31. 

For another purpose ^ but Jaimini 

because of the question and elucida- 
tion ^ ^ moreover t|3Rthus some. 

18. But ( the sage) Jaknini (thinks, 
th^ the reference to the individual soul in 
the text) has another purpose because of the 
question and answer; moreover thus some* 
(the V^jasaneyins) (read in their recension). 

Even the reference to the individual soul in 
the said chapter of the Kaushitaki E'panishad haa 
a difPerent purpose, and that is not to propound 
the individual soul but Brahman by showing that 
the individual soul is different from Brahman. 
The cuiestions, ^ ‘Where did the person thus sleep? 
Where was he? Whence came he thus back?”’ 
(Kau. 4. 19) refer clearly to something different 
from the individual soul. And so does the answer 
(Ibid. 4. 20) say that the individual soul is 
merged in Brahman in, deep sleej). The BrihadSl- 
ranyaka Epanishad, where also this convarsation 
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occurs,, clearly points out the individual soifl by 
the term /Yignanamaya.", the person consisting of 
cognition, and distinguishes it from the Supreme 
Self. (Brih. 2, 1. 16-17). 

Toinc 6 : The' Self to be seen througly hearing 
etc. is Brahman. 

]ji the last topic the text under discussion 
was imterpxoted to nefer to Brahman, because the 
section begins with B*rahmau': ‘‘I will teach you 
Brah>man.^'^,, Boll-owing the same argument the 
opponent cites Brih. 2. 4. 5 and argues that since 
the section begins , with the , individual soul, the 
self to be seen referred to in this text is the in- 
dividual soul and not Brahman. 


II 

account of the connected meaning 

of passages. 

19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard, 
etc. ts Brahman) on account of the connected 
meaniiig of the passages. 

“The Self, in.y dear Maitreyi, should be 
realized — should be heard of, reflected on, and 
meditated upon. By the realization of the Self, 
my dear, through hearing, reflection, and medita- 
tion, all this is known** '(®rih. 2. 4, 6). In this 
passage the Supreme Self is referred to, and not 
the individual soul. Why? In the whole section 
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Braii&an is treated. It begins witb Maitreyi^s 
question “Will wealtb get me immortality?*' and 
T&jnavalkya answers tbat wealtb, sacrifice, etc. 
will not obtain tliat immortality.* She then asks 
for tjbiat wliicfi will give lier. immortality, and 
yajnavalkya teaclies ber tbe knowledge of the 
Self; finally tbe section concludes with, “Thus 
far* goes immortality.*’ Now immortality cannot 
be gained by the knowledge of the individual soul 
but only by the knowledge of the Supreme Self or 
Brahman. Therefore Brahman alone is the 
subject-matter and It alone is to be seen through 
hearing etc. Moreover, • the text quoted says that 
by the knowledge of the Self spoken of there, 
everything is knowii, which clearly connects the 
Self referred to with Brahman; for how can the 
knowledge of a limited individual self give us 
knowledge of everything.^ ’ 7 ./; .*! r* 

Of the proof of the propositioh 
indicatory mark Asmarathya. • 

' 20. (The fact that the individual soul 
is taught as the object of realization is an) 
indicatory mark (wnich is) proof of the pro- 
position* so Asmarathya thinks. 

In this Sutra the text quoted in - tiic dast 
Sutra (Brih. 2. 4. 5) is interpreted' from' the''stand.'- 
point of Bhed^bheda-\Ada of sage Asmarathya. 
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According to this school the individual soul 
(Jiva) and Brahman^, which are related as 
effect and cause respectively, are different, yet 
not different, from each other, even as sparks are 
different, yet not different, from fire. If the in- 
dividual soul (Jiva) were txuito different from 
Brahman, then by the knowledge of the one 
^Brahman) everything else would not be known. 
Heniie this school interprets the text thus : The 
individual soul alone is to be seen. But as it is 
not different from Brahip,an, the knowledge of the 
individual soul gives knowledge of Brahman and 
oonsecpuently knowledge of everything. It is this 

i non-difference between Brahman and the indivi- 

dual soul (Jiva) that establishes the ‘ proposition, 
“By the knowledge of one everything else is 
I known^h ^rid in this sense alone the text speaks of 

! the individual soul in Erih. 2, 4. 5. 

! It can also he interpreted as follows. If the 

! individual soul is something different from 

I Brahman, then the knowledge of Brahman would 

not give the knowledge of the individual soul. 
Therefore the individual soul is different, yet not 
different, from Brahman. It is to show this that 
the Sruti text begins with the individual soul. 

the one which rises from .fliQ ..l?pdy 
because of this nature ^ thus 
i the sage ) Audnlomi, . 
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21. ^The statement at the beginning 
identifies the individual soul with Brahmm) 
because of this nature (viz., its identity 'with, 
Brahman) of the one (i.e. the soul) which 
rises from the body (at the time of release)^ 
thus (thinks) Audulomi. 

This Acharya, while talsiiig that the self to be- 
seeu is the individual soul (Jiva), explains it as 
follows : The soul, when it rises from the body/ 
i.e. is free and has no body consciousness, reaflees 
that it is identical with brahman. It is to show 
this non-difference in the state of release that the 
Sruti speaks of the individual soul as identical 
with Brahman, even though the difference 
between the individual soul (Jiva) and Brahman 
in the state of ignorance is a reality. It is spoken 
of as non-different from the vSupreme Self or 
Brahman because in the state of release it is ono 
with It. The text transfers the future state of 
non-difference to that time when difference 
actually exists. This school of Ved§,nta is known 
as Satya-bheda-vada (i.e. the theory. which holds, 
that the difference between the individual soul 
and Brahman is a reality). 

II RR II 

Because of the existence so hold® 
K^sakritsna. 
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. 22. (The initial statement is made) 
because of the existence (of Brahman as the 
individual soul), so holds (sage) K^sakritsna. 

As it is impossible that an individual soul 
(Jiva'i quite different in nature from Brahman 
can be one with it in the state of release, tbis- 
sage thinks that the Supreme Self Itself exists as- 
the individual soul. They are absolutely non- 
diffaBent, the ajDparent difference being due to 
Ilpadhis or limiting adjuncts, which are but pro- 
ducts of ignorancjG, and therefore unreal from the 
absolute standpdLnt. Hence nlso follow’s that by* 
the Jcnowledge ®f Brahman everything else iS' 
known. 

Of the three schools of Vedanta depicted in 
the last three Sutras, that of Kasakritsna is Justi- 
fied by the Vedanta texts. According to Asina- 
rathya the individual soul is a product of the 
Supreme Self, and hence the knowledge of the 
cause leads to the knowledge of everything includ- 
ing the individual soul. But is the effect or any 
portion of it different from the cause? And is 
the whole cause involved in each of its effects? 
The answer to the second question is evidently, 
no. If the effect or some portion of it is different 
from this couse, whence does it come? And is it 
separable from that? If separable, it is not its 
nature, for nature cannot be separated. If not 
separable, the cause cannot be knowm, apd the' 
proposition, ‘'The soul being known, all else m 
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known’’, falls to tlie ground. So AsmaratKya’s 
view cannot stand. 

According to Audulomi tke individual soul 
(Jiva) is only a state of tlie Supreme Self. If the 
Jivakood is a reality, it can never be destroyed 
and freedom would be impossible. If on tlie other , 
hand , it becomes one with the Supreme Soul on 
release, then there is nothing like Jivahood which • 
can be a reality. So Audulomi’s view cannot 
stand. Jivahood is an unreality, a creation of 
ignorance, the Jiva being identical with Brahman. 
Even the creation of divas like sparks issuing from 
a fire does not speak of any real creation but only 
with reference to Upadhis. In reality the diva is 
neither created nor destroyed. It is our ignor- 
ance that makes us see the individual soul (diva) 
limited by Upadhis as something different from 
Brahman. 


Topic 7.' Brdlmian is also the' material cause 
of the world. 

Material cause ^ST^also , 

not being contradictory to the proposition and 
illustrations. 


23. (Brahinaix is) the material cause ^ 
also, (on account of this view alone) ' uoh 
being contradictorjr to the preposition arid' 
the illustrations (cited in the Sruti). ' ’ 


1.4.24] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


15 ^ 


QrantecI tkat Braliman is tke cause of tlie 
■world ; but wbat kind of cause ? Is It tke efficient 
cause, or tbe material cause, or botk? Tbe prima 
facie view is tbat Brabinan is only the efficient 
cause, as texts like “He tbougbt, ... be created 
Prdna^^ (Pr. 6. 3-4) declare. - 

This view is refuted by this Sutra. Braliman 
is also tbe . material cause of tke world. Hero 
‘also’ shows tbat it is tbe efficient cause as well. It 
is only if Brabman is tbe material cause of tba 
world tbat it possible to know everything 
through tbe liiiowledgo oi' iJiabrruin. as texts like- 
“By- which tbat - which is not heard-’ becomes 
beard^^ etc. (Cbb. G. 1. 3) say; fox tbe ehects are- 
not different from tbe ’ cause. Tbe illustrations- 
referred to are: “My dear, as by one lump of 
clay all tbat is made of clay is known’' etc. (Cbb. 
6. 1. 4). These texts clearly show tbat Brabman 
is tbe material cause of tbe world; otherwise they 
would be meaningless. Again texts like “Brabman 
alone was at the beginning one without a second” 
show tbat It is also tbe efficient cause, for who 
else could be such a cause when there was nothing 
else? 


II II 

account of the etatement of >(9111' 
( to create ) also . 
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24. Also on account of the statement 
of will (to create on the part of the Supreme 
Self, It is the material cause). 

“It wished, ‘May I be many, may I grow 
forth/ ” etc. (Chh. 6. 2. 0), In this text the 
desire shows that Brahman is the efficient cause, 
and next ‘may I be many’ intimates that 
Brahman Itself became many. Hence It is the 
material cause as well. 

?rrajwm^m5i?tT^li ii 

Direct ^ and because the Sruti 

states both. 

25, And because the Sruti states that 
both (the creation and the dissolution of the 
world) (have Brahman as) the direct (cause). 

That from which a thing springs aud into 
which it is re-absorbed is its material cause. “All 
these things spring from A3j^sa (Brahman) alone 
ajid. return to Akasa"^ (Chh. 1, 9. 1), “That from 
which these things are produced,, by which, when 
produced, they live, and into which they enter at 
their dissolution — ^try to know that. That is 
Brahman"' (Taitt. 3. 1). These texts show that 
Brahman is the- material cause also. A thing may 
be said to be produced from its efficient cause, but 
it cannot return to that at dissolution ^hhless it is 
: a] so the material cause. . . , 


1.4.28] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


161 


As It created Itself by under- 

going modification. 

26. (Brahman is the material cause of 
the world) because (the Sruti says that) It 
created Itself by undergoing modificatioBS. 

‘‘That Itself manifested Itself’^ (Taitt. 2. 7), 
•which shows that Brahman alone created the 
world, out of Itself, which is possible only by 
undergoing modification; The word ‘Itself^ in the 
text shows that there was no other cause operat- 
ing. The modification is apparent: according to 
Sankara and real according to Rfimfinuja. 

II n 

RIIrj Origin 'R and {f because is called. 

27. And because (Brahman) is called 
the origin. 

“That which the wise regard as the 'origin of 
•all beings'^ (Mu. 1. 1. 6) — this shows that Brah- 
man is the material cause of the world. Hence Its 
being the material cause is established. 

Topic S: The argmnents which refute the 
Sdnhhyas refute also others. 

^ oRBPTRfT ii ii ' 

By this RR all are explained. 

28. By this all (doctrines with 
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reference to the origin of the world contrary 
to the Vedfinta texts) are explained. 

By this identity of the material ■ and the effi- 
cient cause of the world all doctrines that speak 
“^of two separate causes for it are refuted. That is, 
■hot only the- S^nkhyan, but also the atomic and 
, other theories are refuted, as they, are not based 
^ on scriptural authority and contradict many scrip- 
tural texts. The repetition of the verb in the- 
aphorism only shows that the chapter ends here. 

Those who hold the atomic theory, or who say 
that the I’irst Cause is non-existence, or that it is- 
Sunya (Void) — as the IN'ihilists say — cite respec- 
tively the following texts a^3 authority. “These- 
seeds, almost infinitesimal” (Chh. 6. 12. 1); “This, 
was indeed non-^existent at the beginning” (Chh. 
3. 19,., 1); “Spin©- learned men . being .deluded, 
,„8peak of nature, and others of time, as the cause 
of everything” (Svet. 6. 1). But the arguments 
, put forward against the S^nkhyas, viz. that con- 
trary to the scriptures their First Cause is insenti- 
ent, that the proposition that through the know- 
ledge of the one everything is known, will not be 
true, etc. will apply here also, and so these views 
cannot be held to be authoritative and based on 
the scriptures. The Srutis quoted are explained 
thus : 

The word ‘infinitesimaF or ‘atomic* refers to 
the Atman, which chn "be -^SQ-oalied as it, is* very 
fine. The non-existence spoken of is only a fine 
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causal condition of the world undeveloped into 
name and form as yet, and not absolute non- 
existence; and the being the Eirst 

Cause is mentioned as a Purvapaksha by the Sruti, 
which itself refutes it ifnrkher iOji in the succeeding 
texts. So Brahman alone is the Pirst. Cause, and 

h ::-X -iO Kr ■ - - , . . ; ■ ;;’V 

xaji ’'finijf • ' ‘-i^ .'I \ 

J'Wat'ri ■‘-rj f\) 

hi, ‘/yJS 'k-y>i-- >r. li 

•hj.hl '^trk'Mlri n i' v: 

. I'-j 'i'ij* anly ’in . ')• ;■.•! t.i' 

m \wlI ' Xi : 

j ,•') v-r^f'i' r^'i ■ - ' ' ‘ ■ . . ; ' ' ‘ 


.'iC'i'i. iV 


, Vii\^ u 


€4 /-'f. Vi Ji,( ^ 

B.s. — ^11. ,; 
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Section 1 ^ 

In tile first chapter it lias been proved that all 
tbe Yedanta texts deal with. Brabman as tbe First 
Cause, yet the arguments based on reasoning 
against this doctrine remain to be refuted. With 
this object in view this section is begun. In 
Section iv of Chapter I it was shown that the 
Pradhfina of the Sankhyas, as also the atoms of 
the Vaiseshikas, are not based on scriptural 
authority. In this section arguments, claim- 
ing their authoritativeness from the Smritis, 
to establish the Pradh^ina and the atoms etc., are 
refuted. 

Topic 1: Refutation of Brnritis that are not based 
on the Srutis^ 



II ? It 

.There would result the defect 
•of leaving no scope for certain Smritis ^if it be 
said «T no because there 

would result the defect of leaving no scope to some 
other Smritis. 
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1. If it be said that (frdm the doctrine 
of Brahman being the cause of the world) 
there would result the defect of leaving no 
scope for certain Smritis, (we shy) no; be- 
cause (by the rejection of that doctrine) 
there would result the defect of leaving no 
•scope for some other Smritis, 

In the last chapter it has been shown that the* 
'’Sanhhyaii view is in ot based on seriptpral aptho- 
:rity> ISTow' its authority eyeii as a Switi is 
and refnted. 

If the ctootrine Pf the jl^^adh^na is rejeoteij^ 
tlidi the Srmhhya Simiti. proponndoirl by a grealU 
seer like KajnJa ajul by other great 

ithinkers, .wonld cease to be’ anthoritative ; hence 
it is but reasonable that the Vedanta texts he so 
interpreted as to preserve the anthoritativeness of 
this ftmriti and not contradict it in toto. So says 
"the opponent. The Sutra answers this by saying 
•that if the doctrine of Brahman being the cause 
of the world be rejected to accommodate the 
*Sdnkhya Smriti, which goes counter fo the Srutis, 
"then 'by that rejection many other Smritis lihh the 
Manu Smriti, which are based on Ihe Srutis and 
'therefore more authoritative, and, which also pro- 
pounded the doctrine of Brahman, an intelligent 
principle, being the cause of the world, would find 
no scope. So between the two it is desirable that 
the Smi’itis which go counter to the Vedas be 
^ejeoted. 


BRAiSMAT^Um^ 






II n n ' ’ \ , 

OlM.lu^ oti’.(‘rft 4 ?ni(i there being 

,J^p, hiejlfeiofl;. .,. ^ :,. ' ' ' I' ;■ 

Abf] fhoro boinir HQ mention (in 

.•I .1. " /_•■' _ xiL 


S(:^ipt.i.ir('.s; oi il-e (iiher (ji^tities, ; , tfe 

cg-tegories beside jtt»ie : (tbe 

kkiya aysteia’ <3aiinot be anthoi:itative).: . 

' Eveia '^aecepting*' the Fradlidna, :of the 'S^n^-’ 
Jehyas for ‘arg‘Uiiieat’s sake--^for fhe VedSntins abp 
recognize Maya as the cause of the - world, thf5f 
dlffferejio'e betweeih' the two ■ being ^ that the Pra- 
dhaua according to .the fe^anlchyas is . an independ* 
^nt ( entity f ' wherea-s teyh is a' ' depen debt entity, 
being a; poi^et nf 'Brahinaii^yet there is no haen-^ 
tiJOn bf;‘thb othb'd'''eat€fg6Ties bf the Sankhyas any* 
where in the Vedas. TTeiice the S a nkliya philo- 
sophy eannol he {iiithoritative. ’ 

Yoga 'philosophy . 

5^'th^j 2^^; ,,thc Yoga pldicsuphy Jlcg^:. is 

,^(als4)rfifptedi;; ^ .,,.r ,, 

t:, S.ivByjttiiaj.- the/r^Vog^^s^.p^osophy ■ 
(also)'.rrfut0d,-. . vi/.-'i -i't .■ 

' *’ Alter; thl’^ refutation' * nf.'dhd^ 'B^ficMiyda,;- ^who' 
reobgni'ze - ‘ ah tiihdrpobdhnt entity callod the 
^^tadhand ash the r.an-:e oi die worhl. Hn> Snlro 
3'efutes the Yoga i^mrith,, which aiso^ recOgniaeS; 







'm 


entity ,' called ,tlie Pi’adli^a aV* the .!First 
CaTise^ though, unlike the Sankhy^as. they^ I'ccognisife, 
.aa Isw^jra who dh’eets i^is ; iaer.1i Pradhaua in its 
creaiiye evolution. The xoga system if? spoken 
in ,,lJpe^hishad^ tike the Svetasvatara. , It, helps 
cphceutration the mind, which is necessary feu* 
th^; full cPiTipr^Jhension of .Brahman,, a?^d as such 
it is a 'means to Knowledge. So this Siuriti, being 
based on tb(i Sriitis is uiuliorii alive. Jlul it. also 
:roeogniz(i.s the .Pradbana, which Ihorefore is the 
Piist, Cause-— so says th.e opponent. , This Sutra 
says that Iho arguments giviui in the last Sutra 
j'cfule nlsf? th(j Yoga- Sj-rn-iti, tor it also sjieaks of a 
Pra-dhana and its products wliich are not to be 
Tound in Iho Srutis. 'JMiough the Smriti is parUy 
authoritfitivc, yet it (‘aanot h<^ .so Avilh respect to 
that part which contradicts the Srutis. There is 
Tooin only for ‘those portions of the Sihriti as do 
not contradict the Srutis. .1 ^ 

Topic 3: Brahman^ tUdu^^li' vf ^ ^ 

from, the World,' ckn %et h' ■* • ■?. 

, ! ! ■ '=^, I « 'll , 

, ff Not because of fha contrary ijatuve 

of t]us)cf«?R^ its being and t^mid,fromi Sruti.^^ 

4, is) ’ nOb (th^ catiSe ' of bh^ 

world) beca.iVse this (world) is of a^coilbrary 
Tiatnre (from Brahman) ; "and its bemg 
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(i.e., different from Brahman) (is known) 
from the script ureKS. 

Brahman is intelligence, pure, etc., wkile the* 
world is something material, impure, etc., and ^so' 
is different from the nature of Brahman; as such, 
Braiman cannot he the cause of this 'world. Thh 
effect is nothing hut the cause in another form;;: 
therefore the cause and effect cannot he altogether 
of a different nature. Intelligence cannot produce‘ 
material effects and vice versa. That the world 
and Brahman differ entirely in their characteris- 
tics is known from texts like “Brahman hecame- 
intelligence as also non-intelligent” (Taitt. 2. 6),, 
where “non-intelligent^’ stands for the world. So 
Brahman cannot he the hirst Cause of the material 
world, though the scriptures may say so. 



The reference (is) to the presiding 
deities g but because of the special 

characterization and the fact of being so presided. 

6. But the reference is to the presid- 
ing deities (of the organs) on accomt of the 
special characterization (as ‘deities') and' 
also from the fact of a deity so presiding 
(over the functions of an orgah being ap- 
proved by the Sruti in other texts). 

The opponent, who says that the w'orld and 
Brahman beiug different in nature^sentient and 
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material respectively^ — cannot be related to each 
other as cause and e:ffiect, anticipates a plausible 
objection and answers it in this Sutra. There is a 
text, These organs quarrelling over their res- 
pective greatness/' etc. (Brih. 6. 1. 7), which 
shows that even the organs are not material but 
sentient. . The opponent says that from this we are 
not to infer the sentiency of the world, since the 
reference is to the presiding deities of these organs. 
For the same topic occurs in the Eaushitahi TJpa- 
nishad, where they are expressly mentioned. 
*^Th6se deities (speech etc*) quarrelling over their 
respective greatness" (Eau.. 2. 14). Also because 
^ther texts show "the existence of such presiding 
deities. ^^Fire becoming speech entered the 
mouth" (Ait. Ar. 2 . 4. 2. 4).' The same argument 
applies to texts of the Chhandogya, Oh. YI, where 
■hre etc. are said to have thought and produced the 
next element in the series. The thought here 
spoken of is of the highest Beity, Brahman, which 
is connected with Its effects as a superintending 
principle. From all such texts we cannot infer 
the sentiency of the world, which is material and 
so different in nature from Brahman. Therefore 
Brahman cannot be the cause of the material 
world. 

Is seen g but. 

6: But it is seen. V : 
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‘But’ refutes the opponent’s View expressed 
in the last Sute, that this world cannot have 
originated from Brahman because it is different in 
■character. "For it is seen that intelligent things 
like scorpions etc. are produced from non-intelii^ 
gent howdung etc. Again from a' sentient spider 
there comes* forth the thread for- its web. ^ So also 
'do nails, hair, etc; come forth from a man, who is 
an intelligent being. Idierefore it is quite possible 
that this material world could be produced by 
an intelligent Being, Brahman. It may be 
objected that a man’s body is the cause of the hair 
and nails, and not the man; similarly the cow- 
clung is the cause of the body of the worms. Even 
then it must be admitted that there is a difference 
between the cause and the effect since, in both the 
examples cited,, one of them is the abode of some- 
thing sentient while the other is hot; they are not 
similar in all respects. If they were, then there 
■v\^oul(l be nothing like cause and effect, nor would 
ihey be called by different names. So we have to 
admit that the cause and its effects are not similar 
in every respect, but something in the cause, or 
some qualities of it, must he found in the effects 
also, as the clay in the lump is found in the pot 
also, though the shape etc. of the two differ. So 
we say that even in the case of Brahman and the 
world, some qualities of the cause. Brahman, such 
as existence and intelligencej are to be found in its 
effect, the world. Everything in the World exists. 
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I and tkis quality it getsjroni wkick is 

I existence itself. Again the intelligence of 

, Braliman lights the whole universe. So these two 

. qualities of Brahman are found in the world, 
f whicb justify our relating them as cause and effect 

in spite of differences in other, respects between 
dhem. 

JT, II li 

Non-existent ^ if it bo said ■! no S^eI- 
f or ifc is merely^ a, negation. ' 

i. , 7, If it be said (that the world, the 

I e:ffect, would then be) non-existent (before 

I ^creation), (we say), no, for it - is merely a 

I negation (without any basis). 

I If Brahman, which is intelligent, pure, and 

I without qualities, is the cause of the world of an 

II •oi)posite character, it follows that before creation 
the A^^orld was non-exisfcent, for Brahman was then 
the only existence. This means that something 

; which was non-existing is brotight into existence, 

which is not accepted by the Vedantins. This 
argument of the opponent this Sutra refutes by 
' saying that this negation is a mere statement 

without any objective validity. The eflcect exists 
in the cause before its oiugination as well as after 
it. It can never exist index:>endent of the cause 
• either before or after creation. Therefore the 
world Exists in Brahman even before creation and 
is not absolutely non-existent. ' ' 
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At the time of dissolution like that 
SRIfn^ on account of the fact 3T5W5(?n^is absurd. ' 

8. On account of the fact that at the 
time of dissolution (the cause becomes) like 
that {i,e,, like the effect) (the doctrine of 
Brahman being the cause of the world) is 
absurd. 

Says the opponent: If Brahman is the cax|.se 
of the world, then the world being dissolved in 
Brahman at the time of dissolution, its defects 
would affect Brahman, even as salt affects the 
water in which it is dissolved. Hence Brahman 
would become impure and would no more be the 
omniscient cause of the world, as the IJpanishads- 
maintain. Again at the time of dissolution all 
things having gone into a state of oneness with 
Brahman, there will be no special causes left for 
a new creation. If in spite of this we consider a 
new creation possible, then it would mean that 
there is a chance of even the liberated souls, who- 
have become one with Brahman, reappearing in 
the world. Nor can it be said that the world 
remains separate from Brahman in the state of 
dissolution, for in that case it would be no dissolu- 
tion at all. So the Vedanta doctrine of Brahman 
being the cause of the world is objectionable, as it 
leads to all sorts of absurdities. 
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5? Not g but SSRf'^M^ou account of the exigt'» 
ence of illustrations. 

9. But not (so) on aecount of the 
existence of illustrations. 

The objection is being answered: That the 
effect, when it gets. cTissolVed’ in the cause, does not 
pollute the latter by its defects, is borne out by 
innumerable instances. A clay pot, for instance, 
when it is broken and reabsorbed into- its original 
substance, clay, does not impart to it its 

special features. The yery fact of absorption 
shows that all the qualities of .the effect cannot 
abide, for in that case it would be no absorption at 
all. Moreover, we have to remember that the 
effect is of the nature of the cause and not ndce 
veraa. Hence the qualities of the effect cannot 
touch the cause, it may, however, be objected 
that since the effect is hut the cause in a new con- 
dition, all the good and bad traits of the effect 
must have been in fche cause. But we forget that 
the world is after all an illusion. Brahman has 
only apparently changed into the world and as 
such is never affected by it, even as a magician is- 
not affected by the illusion produced' by him. 

The other incongruity shown, viz, that since- 
at the time of dissolution the world is resolved into* 
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Brahman and hoconaes.-, one- with It, there can be 
£Q 0 further creation, and if it takes place there will \ 

he the possibility of even fr6e'; souls cgining into i 

bondage again, cannot stand, for thpre are parallel 
instances with resj)ect to this also. In deep sleep 
'we do^not perceive anything, there is , no diversity, 
hut on awakening we find the world of duality. J 

A siinilar phenomenon can be expected, to happen 
at the time of dissolution. In the former case it is 
the existence of ignorance (A.vidyS)/ w^ich is not 
'destroyed, that is responsible for the reappear- 
ance of the world. So also at dissolution the | 

•power of distinction remains in a potential state ,| 

as Avidya or ignorance. But in the case of the' I 

liberated no ignorance being left, there is no ; 

chance of their being brought hack into bondage j 

from their state of oneness with Brahman. I 

n ii 

Because of the objeotioas to his own ’ 

view ^ and. ‘ ' ' ' . 

10. And because of the objections 
(cited) (being applicable) to bis own ; 

(Sankhyan) view (also). ' | 

The objections raised by the Sankhyas against i 

Yeclanta are equally true of the,ir view of the First 
Cause, viz. the Pradhana. Form, taste, etc. are . ' 

not to be found in the Pradhtina, yet we find, these 
tthiugs, in the world produced out of»it. ^'Tke 
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objection as.ireg'ards reabsorption at tbe time of 
Pralaya , applies also , in the oase . of ;tbe' iSankbyan, 
Pradbana. Tbns vi'bateTer objections are raised 
against Yedanta in this respect are also true of 
the ..S^nkbyas. Hence they should be dropped* 
Of , tbe two,' however, Yedanta being based on the 
Srbtia ■ is . mor.e authoritative. Moreover, tbe objec- 
tioiis .bave all been, answered from tbe Vedanta 
standpoint/ wber6a;s from tbe Sanlcbyan stands 
point' it is mot possible tb i.;aniswer tbern. ... 

II, 'n ' 

> ^-^frlldyMI^Bohauso iMusoning lias lio sure basis 

also otherwise should be inferred Or 

reasoned ^ '^if it bo said VTcft^ so even 
SRRfJ there will result the tiOiitingency of non-release. 

11, Also because reasoning has no, su^e 
basis (it cannot upset the conciusipns of 
Vedanta), If it be said that ; it should be 
reasoned otherwise (so as, to get oyer this 
defect), (we say) even so there will result 
the contingency of non-release (from this 
defect, ,wiQj respect to the matter in ques- 
tion), ./ 

. . : What one' man establishes through reason can' 
be, jiefuted by ^ ainofher 'more intelligent than- he. 
Even a sage like Kapila is refuted by ‘other ' sa^gea, 
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dike Kanada. Hence reasoning having no sure 
:basis cannot upset the conclueions of Vedanta, 
’wbicii are based on .the Si’utis. Bui, says the 
^opponent, even this judgment about reasoning is 
arrived at through reasoning; so it is not true that 
d^easoning has never a sure basis. Sometimes it is 
.perfectly sound. Only we must reason properly. 
’The latter part of the Sutra says that even though 
in some cases reasoning is infallible, yet with res- 
pect to the matter in hand it -cannot transcend this 
■defect. For the cause of the world (Brahman) is 
beyond the senses and has no characteristic signs. 
Jt cynnot therefore be an object of perception, or 
of inference, which is based on perception. Or 
-ngain if we take ‘release’ in the Sutra to mean 
Liberation, it comes to this" True knowledge of a 
Teal, thing depends on the thing itself, and there- 
fore it is always uniform. Hence a conflict of 
views with respect to it is not possible. tbe 

^conclusions of reasoning can never be unifdim. 
'The Sankhyas arrive through reasoning at the 
Pra^lhana as the First Cause, while the !N^aiy^yi- 
kas (logicians) mention Paramanus (atoms) as 
■that. Which to accept? So no conclusion can be 
arrived at througli reasoning independent of the 
scriptures, and since the truth cannot be known 
through this means, there will be no Liberation. 
Therefore reasoning whicb. goes against the scrip- 
tures is no proof of knowledge and cannot contra-' 
diet the Sruti texts. 
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Topic 4: The line of reasoning against the San” 
khyas is valid also against others like the Ato^nisU. 

ftlSrrfelU Slfif o^TT^qTrTT: U II 

By this not accepted by the wise 

'Sift also are explained. 

12. By this {i.e, by the arguments 
.against the Stokhyas) (those other views) 
.also not accepted by the wise (like Mann 
.and others) are explained. 

When the S^nkhya philosophy, parts of which 
:are accepted by the wise as authoritative, has 
been refuted, there is no question as regards the 
non-authoritativeness of all doctrines based mere- 
ly on reasoning like the atomic theory of Kanllda 
and non-existence as the First Cause propounded 
by the Buddhists, which are wholly rejected by 
the wise. They are also " refuted by these very 
arguments against the SanWiyas, as the reasons 
on which the refutation is based are the same. 
Topic 5: The distinctions like enjoyer and enjoyed 
.jdo not contradict the truth which is oneness. 

11 11 

* On account of turning into the enjoyer 
non-distinction ^^if it be said may exist 
^t^^as is experienced in the world. 

13. If it be said (that if Brahman be 
the cause then) on account of (the objects of 
enjoyment) turning into the enjoyer, non- 
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distinction (between enjoyer and things* 
enjoyed w^d result), (we say, such .dis- 
tinction) may exist (all the same), as is ex- 
perienced ■ commonly in the world. 

' /A further objection is raised tigainst Brahinaii 
being the cause. We perceive differences in the 
wojflcb ,jN"oiv, perception as a means of hnowledge 
is Stronger than the-Sruti. Hence what the Srutis. 
say in contradiction to such an experience > cannot 
stand. The idea is this*: The distinction between 
the enjoyer (the Jiva) and the objects of enjoy- 
ment is well established . by experience. . l,f 
Brahman is the material cause, then the world, 
the effect, would be non-dihierent from Brahxnau, 
and under the circumstances, the’ Jiva and 
Brhhman being identical in Vedanta, tbe diflos- 
ence between the .subject and nbject would be dles- 
troyed^ since the one would pass over into the 
other.' Hence Brahman cannot be held to be the. 
material cause . of ■ the world as it contradicts, 
perception. , . ... 

. T,he latter part of thq Sutra refutes this giving 
exam;ples, .Tt says that nevertheless there can be 
such differences in non-differeilt ' tilings. For 
instance, jwaves’, 'foam, .etc. are mchi-'difftont, 
being alike 'g^; wate?^!; yet as waves' and foam ‘they 
are different from eoch other. As^sea water, 
cause, .tht^. .are \one, but as waves, '*foain, etc.; they 
ar^ different, and' there is no .contradiction hero.^ 
Hence it . is possible to ,haye , diffei’epc^ ^ ■ , non-, 
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dijffierence in thing's simultaneously, owing to- 
name and form. Therefore from the standpoint 
of Bi-ahmaii the enjoyer and the enjoyed are not 
different, but as enjoyer and things enjoyed they 
are different; there is no contradiction in this. 

The Sutra can also be interpreted otherwise,. 
If Brahman be the cause, then It would also be- 
the enjoyer, the individual soul (Jiva), " there 
being no difference between cause and effect. 
Consequently, there will be no such difference as 
the bondage of the individual soul and the free- 
dom of Brahman. The Sutra <says that even _ as* 
there is a distinction between the object, which is 
clear, and its image, which is disfigured in an 
unclean mirror, so also owing to the impurities of 
the Antahkarana (mind) the ever-free Brahman 
may give rise to the image of the individual soul,, 
which is bound. 


Topic 6: The non-difference of the effect from 
the cause. 


T. II 1 


Its non-’difference front 

words like ‘origin^ etc. 

14. Its (of the effect) non-difference 
(froin the cause results) from words like 
‘origin' etc. 

In the last Sutra the objection against 
Brahman being the material cause, that it 
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contradicts perception, was answered from tJie 
standpoint of ParinamaYada or tlie tlieory of 
Brahman actually undergoing* modification. !N^o>w 
the same objection is refuted from the standpoint 
of Vivartavada or apparent modification, which is 
the standpoint of Advaita. The objection is : Texts 
like “There is no manifoldness whatever here (in 
Brahman)” (Kath. 2. 4. 11) contradict percep- 
tion. Beason also says that among things which 
get transformed into each other there cannot be 
difference and non-difference at tbe same time. 
Hence the doubt. In a single moon we cannot see 
two .tnoQns. Wbat was spoken of in the last Sutra, 
•viz, that the difference between them is one of 
name and form, even that is unreal, for in a thing- 
which is one without a second, which is non- 
duality, even the difference due to name and form 
is impossible. The example of the sea is not apt, 
for here both the sea and its modifications, waves 
and foam, are objects of the senses, but Brahman 
is not. It is realized only through the scriptures 
and in Samadhi. What then is the truth? It is 
■oneness, non-duality. As the effect is non-diff ev- 
ent from the cause, the latter alone is real. The 
Sruti also establishes this by the example of clay 
etc. in the ChhSndogya XJpanishad. “Just as, by 
the knowledge of one lump of earth, my dear, 
everything made of earth is known, the modifica- 
tion being only a name arising from speech, but 
Ihe iruth being that all is earth, .... thus, my 
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dear, is .that instrnGtioii” (OhJi. 6. 1. 4-6). Here 
the K>ruti by using the -word ‘modification’ tries to 
prove that there is no separate reality of the pots 
etc., which are mere modifications of the lump of 
earth. They are not separate things but merely 
■different conditions, just as the boyhood, youth, 
•etc. of Hevadatta are mere conditions, and not 
real. So by knowing the lump of earth the real 
nature 6f the i)ots etc. is known. It matters little 
that the various forms are not known, for they 
-are not worth knowing, being unreal. Even 
though these pots .etc. are objects of the senses,, 
yet discrimination tells us that besides earth 
nothing real is found in these. They are merely 
names arising out of speech and nothing more. 
They are cognized through ignorance, hence they 
are unreal. The clay, on the other hand, is rea- 
lized even apart from name and form and is there- 
fore real. Similarly Brahman alone is real and 
ihis world is unreal. The world being non- 
■diffeient from its cause, Biuhman, the truth is 
'Oneness, non-duality, Brahman, the one without 
a second. To people who through want of experi- 
ence have not this insight into things, there will 
■always be difference and. non-difference, even as 
in the case of the sea and its waves, but in reality 
these differences are relative and not true. 

II II 

On the -cxisttence and is experienced. 
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15. And (because) on .tiie existence (of 
the cause) is (the effect) experienced. 

Tile effect is not experienced, in the absence 
of the cause, which shoWvS that the effect is not 
cli:ffer'ent from the cause. The world phenomena 
appear only hecaiise Brahman exists and not ' 

without It. Hence the world is non-d’ifferent from 
Brahman. : 

n II 

tlc^fl^On account of (its) existing ^ and of 
the posterior. " 

16. And on account of the posterior ; 

(ix.y the effect, which comes into being 
after the cause) existing (as the cause before 
creation). 

The Sruti says that before creation the world 
had its being in the cause, Brahman, as one with 
It: “Verily in the beginning this was Self, one 
only''^ (Ait, Ar. 2. 4. 1. 1); “In the beginning,, 
ray dear, this was only existence^ (Ohh. 6. 2, I). 

I^ow since before creation it was non-different ( 

from the cause, it continues to be so even after \ 

creation. ; 

I r<'4 II 

On account of its being described' as 
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noii-existcnt ^ not ^ it be said ^ no 
by another characteristic from the latter 

part of the text. 

17. If it be said that on account of 
(the effect) being described as non-existent 
(before creation) (the conclusion of the 
previous Sutra is) not (true)^ (we say) not 
so, (it being described) by another charac- 
teristic (as IS seen) from the latter part of 
the text. 

“Non-existent ihdeed this was in the begin- 
ning’” (Chh. 3. 19. 1). The word ‘ ‘non-existent” 
does not mean absolute non-existence, but that the 
world did not exist in a diiferentiated condition. 
It was undifferentiated— -had not yet developed 
Dxanie and form — in which sense the word “non- 
(■‘xisten(‘e” is also used in commoji parlance. It . 
was in a fine condition, and after creation it 
became gross, developing name and form. This 
ueiise is shown by the immediately succeeding 
portion of the text, “It became existent, it grew,” 
Hence the conclusion of the last Sutra is all right. 

II "(C II 

Prom reasoning from another Sriiti 

“text ^ and. 

18. From reasoning and another Sruti 
text (this relation between cause and effect 
is established). 
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" !Prom reasoning' also we find tliat the effect m 
non-flifferent from the oanse and exists before its 
origination. OtheiAvise everything could have 
been produced from anything. Particular causes 
producing particular effects only shows this rela- 
tionship between cause and effect. Before crea^ 
tion the effect exists in the cause as unnianifest, 
Othej-wise something new being created, anything 
could have been created from all things. The fact 
is, it gets manifested on creation, that is all. 
That which is absolutely non-existent like the 
horns of a hare can never come into existence. So- 
the cause cannot produce altogether a new thing 
which was not existing in it already. Moreover, 
that the effect exists even before creation we find 
from such Sruti texts as ‘"In the beginning, my 
dear, this was only existence, one without a 
second” (Chh.» 6. 2. 1). 

II n II 

Like cloth ^and. 

19. And like a piece of cloth. 

Even as is cloth folded and spread out, so is . 
the world before and after creation. In the folded 
state one cannol make out whether it is a cloth 
or anything else, which is clearly discernible wheiv 
it is spread out. In the state of Pral'aya (disso- 
lution), i.e. before creation,, the world exists in a 
fine potential state in Brahman and after creation 
takes the gross form. 
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mj ^ srnirrf^ n \o \\ 

2Wr As ^ and RFUft in tlie case o£ PrS-nas. 

20. And as in the case of the diherent 
Pranas. 

When the five different Pranas (vital forces) 
are controlled by Pr§,nayama, they merge and 
exist as the chief Pr^na (which regulates respira-* 
tion) merely maintaining life. Prom this we find 
that the effects, the various Pranas are not differ- 
ent from their cause, the chief Prdna. So also- 
with all effects; they are not different from their 
cause. Therefore it is established that the effect, 
the world, is identical with its cause, Brahman.. 
Hence by knowing It everything is known. 

Topic 7: Refutation of the objection that if 
Brahonan were the cause of the world y then It and 
the diva being really one^ Brahman would he 
for creating evil. 



II II 

account of the other being stated 
(as non-different from Brahman) 
defects of not doing what is beneficial and the like 
Would arise. 

21. On account of the other (the in- 
dividual soul) being stated (as non-different 
from Brahman) there would a'rise (in 
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Brahman) the defects of not doing what is 
heneficial and the like. 

In, the previous topic the oneness of the world 
with its cause, Brahman, has been established. 
But the Sutra also states the identity of the indi- 
vidual soul and Brahman, and if Brahman at the 
same time were the cause of the world. It would 
,be open to the charge of not doing what is good 
for Itself. Being omniscient, It would not have 
ordained anything which would do the individual 
sou] harm, or abstained from doing that which 
would be beneficial to it; for nobody is seen to do 
so with rcsi)ect to oneself. Hather It would have 
created a wo^dd where veverything would have 
been pleasant for the individual soul, without the 
least trace of misery. Since that is not a fact, 
Brahman is not the cause of the world, as 
Vedanta holds. 

II II 

( Something more 5 ^-fi^Wd^on account' 

of the statement of difference. 

22. But on account of the statement 
(in the Srutis) of difference (between the 
individual soul and Brahman) (Brahman 
the Creator is) something more (than the 
individual soul). 

^But' refutes the objection of the last Sutra. 

The Creator of the woild is omniscient and 
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•.omBipoteiit. As sucli He knows the unreality of 
the Jivahoocl and the world, and also His own 
non-attachment to them, being a mere witness. 
He has neither good nor evil. )So his creating a 
world of g'ood and evil is not objectionable. For 
the individual soul, however, there is good and 
-evil so long as it is in ignorance. The Srutis 
(deaidy point out the difference between the in- 
dividual soul and the Creator in texts like “The 
Atman is to be realized” etc. (Baih, 2. 4. 5). Ail 
these- differencevS, however, are based on imaginary 
■distinctions due to ignorance. It is only when 
Knowledge dawns that the individual soul realizes 
its identity with Brahman. Then all plurality 
vanishes, and there is neither the individual soul 
nor the Creator. Thus the individual soul not 
'being the creator of the world, the objection raised 
does not hold good. 

aT5Trrf^=Er ii ii 

Likfi stiines etc. ^ and its 

untenability. 

23. vAnd because the case is similar to 
that of stones (produced from the. same 
^earth) etc., the objection is untenable. 

All objection may ' be raised that Brahman, 
which is knowledge, Bliss, and unchangeable, 
''Cannot be the cause of a world of diversity, of 
.good nnci evil. This Suti'a refutes that. The 
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objection is untenable, for we see tkat from the 
same material, earth, stones of diiferent values 
like the precious jewels as also useless stones are 
^ produced. So also from Brahman, which is Bliss, 
a world of good and evil can be created. 

Topic 8: Brahman though destitute of 'material 
and inst-mments is yet the cause of the world. 

, Jf, II II 

Because collection of accessories is 
seen ^ not ^^I^if it bo said no like milk 

ft since. 

24. If it be said (that Brahman with- 
out extraneous aids) canuot (be the cause of 
the world) because (an agent) is seen to col- 
lect materials (for any construction), (we 
shy) no, since (it is) like milk (turning into 
curds). 

A fresh objection is raised against Brahman 
being the cause of the world. There is nothing 
extraneous to Brahman to help in the work of ' 
creation, for there is nothing besides Brahman. 
Brahman is one without a second and so free from 
all diSerentiations internal or external. It is 
ordinarily seen that one who creates something, 
the potter, for example, uses extraneous aids like 
the wheel, clay, etc. But Brahman, being one- 
without a second, has not these accessories and so- 
IS not the Creator. The Sutra refutes this objection 
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by showing that such a thing is possible even 
as milk turns into curds without the help of any 
extraneous thing. If it be urged that even in thisi 
case heat or some such thing starts curdling, we 
say it only a(‘.celerates the x)i^aeess, but the curd- 
ling takes place through the inlierent capacity of 
the milk. One cannot turn water into curds by 
the application of heat ! But Brahman being in- 
finite, no such aid is necessary for It to produce 
this world. That It is of infinite power is testified 
by such Srutis as the following: “There is no' 
efiect and n(> instrument known of Him, no one is 
seen like unto Him or better. His high power is 
revealed as manifold and inherent, acting as force 
and knowledge,” (Svet. G. 8). 

^ II I 

Like gods and ntlicvH even in the 

world. 

25. (The case of Brahman creating 
the world is) even like the gods and other 
beings in the world. 

It may be objected that the example of milk 
turning into curds is not in point, since it is an 
inanimate .substance. One never sees a conscious 
being, a potter, for instance, turning out things 
without tha help of external aids. 

This Siitra refutes that objection by giving an 
example of creation by a conscious agent without 
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nuy extraneous keli). Even as gods, in tlie sacred 
l)ool£S, are seen to create without extraneous means 
simply throng'll their inhei'ent power, so also the 
Lord through His infinite power of May^ is able 
to create this world of diversity. The examples 
cited above show that it is not necessary that 
creation he, limited by the conditions observed in 
the creation of pots. They are not nniversal. 

• 

Topic 0: Bmhinan though without parts is yet 
the material cause of the world. 


II 


Possibility mf the entire (Brahman 
being modified) violation of the 

scriptural statement that Brahman is without partvS 
^ or. 


26. (Brahman's being the cause of the 
world involves) either the possibility of the 
entire (Brahman being modified) or the 
violation of the scriptural statement that 
Brahman is without parts. 

If Brahman is without parts and yet the 
material cause of the world, then we have to 
admit that the entire Brahman becomes changed 
into this multiforiti world. So there will be no 
Brahman left, but only the efiect, the world. 
Moreover, ii would contradict the scriptural text 
tliat Brahman is immutable. IE on the other hand 
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it is said that tlie wliole of It does not undergo 
modification, but only a part, then we shall have 
to accept that Brahinan is made np of parts, which 
is denied by scriptural texts. In either case it 
leads to a dilemma, and so Brahman cannot be the 
cause of the world. 


JlK^W 

On account of scriptural texts g but 
on accoupt of being based on the scripture. 


27. But (it cannot be like that) on 
account of scriptural texts (supporting botb 
the apparently contradictory views) and on- 
account of (Brahman) being based on the- 
scripture only. 

‘But’ refutes the view of the former Sutra. 

The entire Brahman does not undergo change, 
though the scriptures say that the world originates 
from Brahman. Witness such texts as, “One foot 
(quarter) of Him is all beings, and three feet are 
what is immortal in heaven” (Chh. 3. 12. 6). And 
as in matters supersensuous the Srutis alone are 
authority, we have to accept that both these oppo- 
site views are true, though it does not stand ^to 
reason. The thing is, the change in Brahman is 
only apparent and not real. Hence both the views 
expressed by the Sriiti are true. It is on this basis 
that the apparently contradictory texts become- 
reconciled and not othersrise. 
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fl: 1) II 

3T(c?Tf^ In the individual soul ^ and tr4 tliiis 
'divei'se ^ also ^ because. 

28. i^nd because in the individual 
soul also (as in the case of .magicians etc.) 
'diverse (creation exists). Similarly (with 
Brahman). 

This Sutra establishes the view of the former 
by (dting an examine. 

In the dream state there appears in- the indi- 
vidual seif, which is one and indivisible, diversity 
resembling* the waking* state (See Brih. 4. 3. 10), 
and yet the indivisible- character of the self is not 
nnarred by it. We see also magicians, for instance, 
producing a multiple creation without any change 
in themselves. Similarly this diverse creation 
• springs from Brahman throngh Its inscrutable 
power of May^, though Brahman Itself remains 
.unchanged. 

II II 

On account of tlio opponent’s view 
Ibeing subject to these very objections ^ and. 

29. And on account of the opponent's 
•own view being subject to these very objec- 
tions. 

If the Piadhana is taken- to be the Pirst 
x'Cause, as the opponents of the Yedantic view (the 
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Sankhyas) hold^ in that ease also, as ike Pradh&na 
too is witkont parts, the SSnkliyan view will be 
•equally subject to the objections raised against 
Brahman as the Pirst Cause. The Vedanta view- 
point has, however, answered all these objections, 
while the Sankhyas and Vaiseshikas cannot answer 
them, the changes being real according to them. 

Topic 10: Brahman^ s power of Mdyd 
established. 

I ?r^fq'?rT n n 

'9^31 Endowed with all =9 and because 

it is seen. 

30. And (Brahman is) endowed with 
-all (powers), because it is seen (from the 
scriptures). 

Generally we see that men endowed with a 
physical body possess such powers. But since 
Brahman has no body, it is not likely that It can 
possess snch powers — so says the opponent. 

This Sutra gives proof of Brahman’s being 
•endowed with Mdya Sakti, the power of Fescience. 

. Various scriptural texts declare that Brahman pos- 
sesses all powers. “The great Lord is the M^yin 
[(the ruler of Maya)” (Svet. 4. 10). See also Chh. 
3. 14. 4 and 8. 7. 1. 

(I 

(^ch<ui^l^Because devoid of organs H not ^ ^ if 
it be said cT^that OTi^has been explained. 
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31. If it be said that because (Brah- 
man) is devoid of organs (it is) not (able to» 
create, though, endo’vy'ed with powers), (we 
say) this has (already) been explained. 

As Brahman is devoid of organs, It cannot 
create. Moreover, it is described as “Not this, not 
this,’^ which precludes all attributes; so how can 
It possess any powers? This Sutra replies th^ifc it 
has already been explained in 2, 1. 4. and 2. 1. 25- 
thai with respect to Brahman the scripture alone is 
authority and not reason. The scripture declares 
that Brahman, although devoid of organs, possesses 
all capacities. “Grasping without hands, moving- 
swiftly without feet’^ etc. (Svet. 3. 19). Though 
Brahman is without attributes, yet on account of 
May^ or Nescience It can be tahen to x^ossess all 
powers. 

To'pic 11: Brahman* s creation han no motive 
behind except a sportive impulse, 

JT n n 

ST Not on account of having motive. 

32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of 
the world) on account of (every activity) 
having a motive. 

Granting that Brahman possesses all jDowers 
for creation, a further objection is raised against 
Its being the cause. Nobody engages bimself in 
anything without a motive or purpose. Everything 
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is uTiclertaken by people to satisfy some desire. But 
Brahman is self-sufficient, therefore It has nothinf^" 
to gain by the creation; hence we cannot expect It 
to engage liself in such a useless creation. There- 
fore Brahman cannot be the cause of the world. 

W II 

, As is seen in the world g but 

mere pastime. 

33. Bi.it (Brahman’s creative activity) 
is mere pastime, as is seen in the world. 

Even as kings without any motive behind are 
seen to engage in acts for mere pastim.e, or even as 
men breathe without a purpose, for it is their very 
natiire, or even as children play out of mere fun,, 
so also Brahman without any purpose engages Itself 
in creating this world of diversity. This answers 
the objection raised in the previous Sutra against 
Brahman's being the cause of the world. 

Topic 12: Partiality and cruelty cannot be 
attributed to Brahman. 

Partiality and cruelty ^ not <ii^<^ic^i<on 
account of Its taking into consideration (other 
reasons) so ft because declares. 

34. Partiality and cruelty cannot (be 
attributed to Brahman) on accoimt of Its 
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taking into consideration (other reasons in 
that matter), because (the scripture) declares 
(it to be) so. 

Some are created poor, some rich; hence the 
Lord is partial to some. He is crnel, inasmuch as 
He makes people suffer.. To such an objection this 
Sutra replies that the Lord cannot be accused of 
partiality and cruelty, because He dispenses ac- 
cording to the merit and demerit of the individual 
soul. The scripture declares to that e:ffect, ‘'A man 
becomes good by good work, had by had worV^ 
(Birh. 3. 2. 13). But this does not contradict the 
independence of the Lord, even as the king’s status 
is not compromised by his giving presents to his 
servants according to theh action. Just as rain 
helps different seeds to sprout, each according to its 
nature, so Hod is the general efficient cause in 
bringing the latent tendencies of each individual 
to fiuition. Hence he is neither partial nor cruel. 

^ 5 ii 

•r Not want of distinction in work 

^ ^if it be said «? no because of (the 

world) being without a beginning. 

35. If it be said (that is) not (possible) 
for want of any distinction in work (before 
creation), (we say) no, because of (the world) 
being without a beginning. 

Since beforo the first creation the individual 
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poul cannot possibly have bad a previous exist- 
'once, whence coines the difiereiiee in the condition 
of beings in that first creation, unless the Lord 
has caused it out of His partiality? This objec- 
tion is answered by the Sutra, which says that 
-creation is without a beginning and the question 
-of first creation cannot arise. It is like a seed 
and its si^rout. 8o the individual souls have 
always had a previous existence and done good or 
bad deeds in accordance with which their lot in a 
subsequent creation is ordained by the Lord. 

11^^ II 

Is reasonable and sift and is 

ecen ^ also. 

36. And (that the world is without a 
heginning) is reasonable and is also seen 
(from the scriptures). 

Reason tells us that creation must be without 
a beginning. For if the world did not exist in a 
potential state in the form of Samskaras (impres- 
sions), then an absolutely non-existing thing 
would be produced at creation. In tbat case even 
liberated souls might be reborn. Moreover 
people would be enjoying or suffering without 
having dione anything to deserve- it — an instance 
of an effect without a cause, which is absurd. It 
cannot be attributed lo primeval ignorance, which, 
being one, requires the diversity of individual 
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pust work 1.0 profliice varied results. The 
scriptures also posit tlie existence of tke world- in 
former cycles ia tests like ^"Tlie Lord devised tlie 
sun and moon as before^’ (Kig-Veda 10. 190. 3). 

So partiality and cruelty cannot be imputed 
to tke Lord. 

Topic 13: Brahman endowed with all attributes 
necessary for creation. 

II I'-n II 

From the possibility of all attri- 
butes ^ and. 

37, And because all attributes (re- 
quired for the creation of the world) are 
possible (only in Brahman, It is the cause of 
the world). 

This vSutra answers the objection that because 
Brahman is attributeless It cannot be the material 
cause of the world. 

Objection: Alaterial cause is that which 
undergoes modification as the ehect. Such a- 
cause is generally seen to possess attributes in the 
world. Therefore an attribnteless Brahman can- 
not be the material cause of the world, as rt goes 
counter to our everyday experience. 

, Answer: Though the material cause under- 
goes change to produce the effect, yet this can 
take place in two ways. An actual modification, 
as when milk turns into curd’s,, or an apparent 
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inodiflcatioji clue to iguorunoe, as when a rope is 
t;akej» for a snake. Therefore though in the attri- 
huteJess Brahman an actual change is inipossihle, 
yet an apparent in odih cation is possible owing to 
its bower of Maya. Because of this power all the 
attributes required in the cause for such a creation 
■are possible only in, Brahman. Therefore 
Brahman is the material cause of this world, not 
through actual modification, but through apparent 
modification, and It is also the efficient cause of 
the world. Therefore the fact that Brahman is 
the cause of the wDrkl is established. 


f 


CHArTEll II 


SjiCTlON 11 


In tile last seotion all arguments against 
Brahman being the I'irst Cause have been 
answered. In this secticm all the doetrines of the* 
other schools are fcahen up for refutation through 
reasoning alone without reference to the authoritv 
of the Yedas 

In the last )Sutra it has been shown that 
Brahman possesses all the attributes, though 
through Maya, for equipping It to be the First 
Cause ot the universe. Now the question is talven 
up whether the 8an.khyau Pradhana can satisfy all 
those conditions. ^ 

Topic 1: Refnt(itio7i of the. Sanlihyan theory of 
• the Prodhdna as the First Cause. 


Bccuuse of the impossibility of design 
^ and not that which is inferred. 

1. And. that which is inferred {mz.^ 
the Pradhana of the Sd.iikhyas can) not (be 
the First Cause) because (in that case it is) 
not possible (to account for the) design 
(found in the creation). 
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In the preceding portion the Sankhyan 
doctrine has been refuted here and there on scrip- 
tural authority., Sutras 1-10 refute it through 
reasoning independent of the Yedanta texts. 

The inert Pradhana does not possess the 
intelligence that is required for creating such a 
■ diTerse and well-designed world as this, and so it 
cannot be the Pirst Cause. 

IR II 

afa's Of a tendency ^ and. 

2. And on account of (the impossibility 
of such) a tendency (to create). 

Even granting that such a creation is pos- 
sible for the Pradhana, still there are other 
objections. 

Inert Pradhana cannot again be credited with 
the (.lesire or tendency to create. Clay by itself is 
never seen to create a pot without the agency of 
an intelligent being. So the inert Pradhana can- 
not be the cause, for in that case the activity 
necessary for the production of the world , would 
\ be impossible There must be some ruling intelli- 
gence for that purpose. 

II ^ II 

^SJ^pracLike milk and water it be said 
there ^ even. 

3. If it be said (that the Pradhana 
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spontaneously undergoes modification) like 
(the flowing of) milk and water, (we say 
that) even there (it is due to intelligence). 

The Sankhyas try to get over the difficulty by 
saying that even as water flows in rivers sponta- 
neously or milk from the udder to the calf, so also 
the inert Pradhana may become active of its own 
accord and undergo modification into intellect, 
Ahankara, etc. without the agency of any intelli- 
gence. The latter part of the Sutra refutes this 
and says that even the flowing of water and milk 
is directed by the Supreme Lord. The scriptures 
also say: “Tinder the mighty rule of this Im- 
mutable, 0 Grargi, some rivers flow to the east” 
etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 9); “He who inhabits water, but 
is within it, . . . who controls water from within” 
(Brih. 3. 7. 4). The Lord is behind everything 
directing the material world. 



There being no extraneous agency 
besides it and because it is not 

dependent. 

4. And because (the Pradhflna) is not 
dependent (on anything), there being no 
extraneous agency besides it, (its activity 
and non-activity cannot be explaihed). 

The Pradhana of the Sankhyas being inert, it 
cannot of itself start to be active, or when once set 
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in. motion, cease to be active of itself. So in tbe 
absence of an intelligent guiding principle it is 
impossible for tbe Sankbya.s to explain creation 
and dissolution at tbe beginning and end of a 
■cycle, wbicb they admit. Tbe only other prin- 
ciple besides tbe Pradb^na tliat they admit is the 
Pnnisba or soul, but according to them it is not 
an agent, for it is indiii'erent. All other principles 
wbicb they admit including even Karma are but 
products of tbe Pradbana and as such cannot have 
any determining effect on it. Hence their position 
launches them into a contradiction. 

H gpirfeRT II ^ II 

Elsewhere because of its absence ^ 

and if not ^i'*I((^<f?keven as grass etc. 

5. And (it can) not (be said that the 
Pradh^na undergoes modification sponta- 
neously) even as grass etc. (turn into 
milk) ; because of its absence elsewhere (than 
■in the female mammals). 

' !N'or is tbe spontaneous modification of tbe 
Pradb&na possible. If you cite grass as an 
instance, we say it is not (hanged into milk 
^spontaneously but only when eaten by female 
mammals. Otherwise it would be converted int6 
milk independently of them. Since the analogy 
itself does not stand, we cannot accept tbe 
Pradbana’s undergoing nuDdifi cation of itself. 
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li ^ II 

3^+gqf-i i*) Accepting 9?fif even 3T«rft7raT^ bocaiisc of 
the absence of any purpose. 

6. Even accepting (the Sankhyan posi- 
tion with regard , to the spontaneous modifi- 
cation of the Pradhana, it cannot be the 
Eirst Cause) because of the absence of any 
purpose. 

Grranting the spontaneity of the Pradh^na, it 
■will Jead to a eontra diction in their philosophy. 
If tlie Pradhana is active spontaneously, then this 
activity cannot have any purpose, which would 
contradict the 8anlmyan view that the modifica- 
tion of the Pradhana is for the experience and' 
Liberation of the soul. Moreover, the soul beings 
perfect, it is already free and nothing can bo 
added to or taken away from it. Hence the P.ra~ 
dhana cannot he the Pirst Canse. 

II ^ II 

3^-^R“^Even as a person or a magnet ^ 
if it be said even then. 

7. If it be said (tjiat the Purusha can 
direct the Pradhana) even as a (crippled) 
person (can direct a blind man),, or a magnet 
(the iron filings), even then (the difficulty 
canpot bo surmounted). 

The Sankhyas hold that though the Purusha 
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is itself inactive yet it cun direct the Pradhana;; 
the Sutra refutes it, Ancordiug to the SauWiyas,. 
the Pradhana is independent, and so it is not in 
keeping with this to say that it depends on the- 
nearness of the Purusha for its activity, even as^ 
the iron filings depend on the magnet for their 
motion. Moreover, the Purusha being always 
near the Pradhana, there would be permanency of 
(‘reation. Again, the case of the lame and the- 
blind is not an apt example, for the lame man 
can give directions to the blind one and direct 
him; but since the Purusha is altogether indi&r- 
ent. according lo t)ie Sankhyas, it cannot do that 
with respect to the Pradhana. In Vedanta- 
though Brahman is indih'erent, yet through M^ya 
It is endowed with attributes and activity; so It 
becomes the Creator. Again the Purusha and the- 
Pradhana are altogether sepdrate and indepen- 
dent; the one is intelligetit' and indiiferent, the 
other inert and independent, blow if these two are 
to be connected, a third principle will he required, 
.and since no smh principle is recognissed in the* 
Sankhya philosophy, their connection is impos- 
sible. 

. ) 

n ii 

• Owing to the impossibility of the 
relation of principal (and subordinate) ^ and. 

8. And because the relation of 
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principal (and subordinate) is impossible 
(among the gunas, the Pradh^na cannot be 
active) . 

The Pradhana, according to the Sankhyas, 
consists of the three Gunas (constituents), Sattva, 
Rajas, and Tamas, which are independent of each 
othei and in a state of equilibrium before creation. 
Creation begins when this equilibrium is upset 
and one Guna becomes more predominant than 
the other two. Equilibrium cannot be upset 
without any external force, nor can the Gunas, 
which are absolutely independent in the state of 
Pradhana, take of themselves a subsidiary posi- 
tion to another Guna without losing their inde- 
pendence. Hence creation would be impossible. 

Otherwise if it be inferred ^ even 

owing to the absence of the power of 

■ intelligence, 

9. Even if it be inferred otherwise, 
owing to the absence of the power of intelli* 
V gence (the other objections to the Pradh^na 
being the First Cause remain). 

If it be inferred from the effects that the 
cause, the Pradh^na, consists of Gunas which are 
not absolutely independent, ^ but Contain some 
'characteristics inherent in them, like unstability, 
owiag to which they themselves enter into, a state 
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of inequality even wMle tliey are in a state of 
equilibrium, tlien also because of tbe want of. 
intelligence tlie objections founded on design in 
the world and that it would lead to continuous 
creation, stand against accepting the Pradhana as- 
the First Cause. Vide Sutras 1 and 4. 


Riaf^^^I^Because of contradictions ^ also 
inconsistent, 

10. Also because of contradictions (the- 
S^nkhyan theory) is inconsistent. 

There are various contradictions in the S^nr- 
hhya philosophy, as, for example, sometimes the 
senses are said to be eleven and' again they are 
said to be seven, again the Tanmatras are said to 
be produced from Mahat in one place and in 
another place from Ahanktra ‘(Ego), and so on. 
Its differences with Sruti and Smriti are well- 
known, Hence the doctrine of the Pradhana of 
the Sankhyas cannot be accepted. , 

Topic 2: Refutation of the ohjection frotw 
the Vaiseshika standpoint against Brahman 
being the First Cause. 

as the ^‘eat and long ^ or 
from the short and the infinitesimal. 

11. (The world may originate from 
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Brahman) even as the great and long (triad 
etc.) originate from the short (and the 
minute dyad) or (this kind of dyad) from the 
infinitesimal (atom). 

The Sanldiyas having been refuted the Yaise- 
shika philosophy is taken np in sutras 11-17 and 
Tefoted. Birst. the plausible objection against 
Brahman being the Eirst Cause is answered from 
'the standpoint of the Yaiseshikas in Sutra 11. 
Accoi’ding' to them the qualities of the cause pro- 
duce similar qualities in the efl'ects, even as the 
whiteness of the threads produce that of the cloth 
woven out of them. So if the world is created 
from Brahman, the quality of intelligence should 
abide in the world also; but as a matter of fact it 
does not. So Brahman cannot be the cause of the 
world. This argument is refuted on the ground 
that the same objection applies to the Yaiseshika 
view of creation also; hence it is no special objec- 
tion against Vedanta. According to them the ulti- 
mate condition of the world is atomic, and all 
things in this world are but aggregates of the 
different kinds of atoms. The atoms are eternal 
and the ultimate cause of the world. In the state 
'of dissolution the world exists in the atomic state. 
At the time, of creation the atoms of air are set in 
motion by Adrishta, the unseen principle, and 
two atoms combine to form a dyad. Again, three 
dyads comhine to form a triad’ and four dyads 
form a tetrad, and in this way gross air is created. 
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.’Similarly, the other elements are created from 
t;heir respective atoms and dyads. An atom, 
.according to this philosophy, is infinitesimal, a 
dyad is minute and short, and compounds from 
the triad upwards are great and long. IS’ow, i:f 
two atoms which are spherical, produce a dyad 
which is jninute'‘and .short, but in which the 
sphericity of the atom is not reproduced, or if 
four dyads, which are short and minute, produce 
a tetrad, which is great and long, but the minute- 
ne.s.s and shortne,ss of the dyad are not handed 
down, it is clear that all the qnalitie,s of the canse 
are not reproduced in the effect. So there can be 
no objection to an intelligent Brahman being the 
cause of the world, which is not intellig’ent. 
Brahman, which is Knowledge and Bliss, can pro- 
duce a world which is inert and full of luisery. 

Topic o: Rcfutatioiv of th& atomic iiieoi'ij 
of the Vaiseshilias. 

Having answered the objecli'jn against the 
Yedfintic view, the author of the Sutras now pro- 
ceeds to refute the Yaiseshika iDhilosophy. 

gwsrrft h ll ll 

In either case is not W activity 3151! 
therefore negation of that. 

12. In either case {mz,, the Adrishta* 
the unseen principle, inhering either in the 
a^toms or in the soul) the activity (of the 
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atoms) is not (possible); therefore the nega^ 
tion of that {viz. of creation through the 
combination of atoms). 

If the world is created by the combinatioa of 
titoins, the question is, what causes this coiabiiia- 
tion? If it is a seen cause, it is not possible before 
the creation of the body. A seen cause can either 
be an endea-vour, or an impact, or the like. Unless 
there is the connection of the soul with the ininrl, 
there can be no endeavour on the part of the soul, 
according to the Vaiseshilca assumption. And 
since before creation there is no body and there- 
fore no mind, endeavour cannot take place. 
Similarly with imxmct etc. If the cause is 
Adrishta (the unseen principle), does it inhere in 
the soul or in the atoms? In either case, it cannot 
be the cause of the first motion of the atoms ; for 
this Adrishta is non-in telligent and so cannot act 
by itself. If it is inherent in the aowlf the soul 
being then inert, there is no intelligence to guide 
this Adrishta, If it is inherent in the atoms, it 
being always present, a state of dissolution would 
be impossible, for the atoins will be always active. 
Again, the soul is without parts like the atoms, 
and so there is no possibility of any connection 
between tbe soul and the atoms. Consequently, 
if the Adrishta inheres in the soul, it cannot 
influence the motion of the atoms not connected 
with the soul. So in all cases original activity in 
the atoms is not possible, and in the absence of 
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that there can be no combination of atoms, as the 
Vaisesh'ikas say. Consequently, the theory . that 
the world is created by the combination of atoms 
is untenable. 

li u 

<;;j+iq|i^*-3^^4<lf+|(^Samav^ya being admitted also 
equality of reasoning regressus in 

infimtuiii jwoiild result. 

i'3.' ■ (The VaisesMka theory is tmteii- 
■ able) ‘ ajso (because it involves) a regressus in 
infinitum on similar reasoning, since it ac- 
cepts Samavaya. 

Samavaya or inseparable inherence is one of 
the .seven categories of the Yaiseshikas. They say 
it is this that connects the dyad with its consti- 
tuents, the two atoms, since the dyad and the 
atoms, are of different qualities. In that case* 
Bama.yaya (inherence) itself also being different 
from, these: dyads and atoms, which it connects,, 
another Samavaya will be required to connect ifc 
with these, and that in its turn will require 
another Samavaya to connect it with the first 
Samavaj^a and so on without' a.n end. Hence tlie 
argument would be defective, and cpnsequently 
the fifqmic doctrine, which admits Samavaya for 
combination, is inadmissible. 

^<5!^ vrrnifT II II 

Parmancntly ^ and because cxist- 
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14. And because of the permanent 
existence (of the tendency to act or otherwise 
of the atoms* the atomic theory is inadmissi- 
ble). 

The atomic theory involves another difficulty. 
If tie, atoms are by nature active, then creation 
would he permanent, for dissolution would' mean 
.a change in the nature of the atoms, which is 
impossible. If on the other hand, they are by 
nature inactive, then dissolution would be perma- 
nent, and there will be no creation for the same 
reason. Their nature cannot be both activity and 
inactivity, they being contradictory. If they are 
neither, their activity and inactivity would 
♦depend on an efficient cause, like Adrishta, which 
being always coilnected with the atoms, they will 
.always be active, and creation would be perma- 
nent. If on the other hand, there is no efficient 
■cause, there will be no activity of the atoms and 
hence no creation. Consecxuently the atomic 
dheoiy is again inadmissible. 

wfvtvrra ii w 

On account of possessing colour etc. 
^ and the opposite because it is seen. 

15. And on account of (the atoms) 
possessing colour etc,, the opposite (of what 
the Vaiseshikas hold would be true), because 
it is seen. 
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Tlie atoms are said to iiavo colour etc., ior 
otherwise the effects will not ijossess these quali- 
tiea, since it is the qualities of the cause that are 
found in tile effects. lai that case the atoms would 
■cease to he atomic and xjermaiient. For whatever 
possesses colour etci. is found to he gross, not 
minute, and iinperniaixent us compared with its 
.cause. So the atoms also, which have colour etc., 
must he gross and impermanent, and this contra- 
<!icts the Yaiseshika tenet that they are minute 
and permanent. So the atoms cannot be the ulti- 
mate cause of the world. 

W?ISIT ^ 11 II 

111 cither case ^ and because of 

defects. 

16. And because of defects in either 
case (the atomic theory is untenable). 

The four gross elements earth, water, fire, and 
air are produced from .atoms. Now these elements 
are different as regards qualities. Earth, for 
(ixaiiipie, has the qualities of touch, taste, smell, 
and coloui’, while water has only three of these, 
fire only two,- and air one. If we suppose that 
their respective atoms also possess the same num- 
ber of qualities as they, then while an atom of air 
has one quality, an atom of earth will have four 
qualities. Possessing tour qualities it will be 
bigger in size, tor oiir experience says that an 
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increase of cjiialities cannot take i)lac*e without an 
increase of size, and consequently it wonlcl cease to 
be. atomic. If, on the other hand’, we take them 
all to possess the same number of qualities, then 
there cannot be any difierence in the qualities of 
the x^rodncts, the elements, according’ to the prin- 
ciple that the qualities of the canse are reproduced 
in its effects. In either case, the Yai'seshika doc- 
trine is defective and' therefore inadmissible. 


11 


Because it is not accepted % and 
completely be rejected'. 

17. And because (the atomic theory) 
is not accepted (by any authoritative, persons- 
like Mann and others) it is to be completely 
rejected. 


Topic 4: Hefuiaiioii of the Bauddlia Realists.. 

cT^STlfR: II ^6 II 

The aggregate having for its cause 

the two 3T{^ even it yrill not take place. 

18. Even if the (two kinds of) aggre- 
gates proceed from their two causes, there- 
would result the non-fbrmatipn (of the two 
aggregates).. 

■ This vSutra begins- the refutation of t'lnv 
Bouddha school. There are three principal schoob 
of Buddhism,, vi^... thie: E'ealists,. who accept tlio 
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I .reaUty of both tlie outside and tke inside world, 

consisting respectively of external tilings and 
i .ttoviglit; the Idealists, who maintain that thought 

alone is real; and the Nihilists, who maintain that 
\ ^everything is void and unreal. But all of them 

I .agree that everything is momentary — ^nothing lasts 

I beyond a moment. 

I TJie Bealists among the Bauddhas recog'nize 

I two aggregates, the external material world and 

; the internal mental world — ^both together mating 

up the universe. TJie external world is made up 
; of the ■ aggregation of atoms. These atoms are of 

four kinds — atoms of earth, which are hard; 

' .atam.s of water, which are viscid; atoms of fire, 

' which are hot; and atoms of air, which are mobile, 

i Of the internal world, the five vSkandhas (groups) 

I are rhe cause. They are — Itupa Skandha, com- 

5 prising the senses and their objects; the Yijnana 

; .Skandha, comprising the series of self -cognitions 

^ which give rise to the notion of ‘1’; the Vedand 

;l :Skaiidha, comprising pleasure, iiain, etc. ; the 

I .tSamjna Skandha, comprising the cognition of 

I ' things by names, as, he is a man ; and the Sams- 

I kara Skandha, comprising attachment and aver- 

I -sion, Dharma (merit), Adharma (demerit),' et(;. 

i By the aggregation of these Skanclhas the internal 

I aggregate or the mental world is produced.' These 

I are ihe two internal and external aggregates 

I referred to in the Sutras. Sutras 18-27 refute the 

I [Realists^ view. 
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9.1ie question now arises, how are these aggre- 
gates formed? Is there an intelligent principle 
behind as the cause, the guide, of the aggrega- 
tion, or does it tal\(5 place spontaneously? If 
there is an intelligent i^rinciple, is it stationary or 
momentary? If it is stationary, the Buddhistic? 
doctrine of momentariness is contradicted. If it 
is momentary, then we cannot say that it comes 
ijito existence first and then unites the atoms, for 
that would mean that the cause lasts for more than 
one moment. Again, if there is no intelligent 
principle as guide, how can the non, -intelligent 
atoms and the 8kandlias aggregate in a systeni«atic- 
way? Moreover, the activity would be eternal,, 
and there would be no destruction or Pralaya. 
Por all these reason, s the formation of aggregate, s. 
cannot he accounted for, and in their absence 
there cannot exist the -stream of mundane exist- 
ence. Consequently, the doctrine of this school of 
Baud dim, s in lintenahle. 



TRsnrhIimi 

Because of successive causality # 
if it bo said no because they 

are merely the efficient cause of the origin. 

19. If it be said (that the formation' 
of aggregates is posvsible) because of the^ 
snccessive carisality (of Nescience etc. in 
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I; the Bauddha series), (we say), no, because 

; they are merely the efficient cause of the 

j origin (of the immediately subsequent thing 

I in the series, and not of the aggregation). 

I The series is as follows : IC^escieiLce, SamsMra 

I (attachment, ayersion, etc.), YijnS-na (self- 

i conscioiivsness), name (earth, water, etc.), colour 

I (the rudimentary ingredients oE the body), abode' 

f of the six (i,e. the body and the senses), contactr 

|! experience of pleasure etc., desire, movement^ 

’ merit and demerit, etc. In this series the imme- 

• diately preceding item is the cause of the next,, 

I and so we can explain the mundane existence 

■ without any combining principle, as demanded in 

I the previous Sutra. These constitute an uninter- 

5' rupted chain of cause and effect, revolving un- 

f; ceasingly, and this cannot take place without 

I aggregates. So aggregates are a reality. 

I The Sutra refutes it by saying that though in 

I the series the preceding one is the cause of th.« 

I subsequent one, there is nothing which can he the 

I cause of the whole aggregate. That the atoms 

I cannot combine of themselves even when they are- 

assumed to be permanent and eternal, has been 
f shown in refuting the Vaiseshikas. Much more is 

i their comhinlition by themselves impossible when 

they are momentary, as the Buddhists hold. 
Again, the individual soul, for whose enjoyment 
etc, this aggregate of body etc. exists, is alsu 
momentary and cannot therefore be an enjoyer; 
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and wliose again is Liberation, since the indiyidnai 
soul is momentary? So the series, though it 
stands in a relation of successive causality, can- 
not be the cause of the aggregates, and there 
being no permanent enjoyer* there is neither any 
need of these aggregates. vSo the Bauddha doc- 
trine of momentariness is untenable. 

Sutra can also be exi)lamed as follows: 
The Bauddhas say, if wc hold that the atoms 
stand in a relation of causality, then no combin- 
ing principle of the atoms would be necessary; in 
that case they would join of themselves. The 
latter part of the Sutra refutes this saying that 
the causality will explain only the production of 
the atoms of the pot of a subsequent moment by 
the atoms of the pot of a previous moment, but 
Ivill not explain the combination of the atoms 
into an aggregate, which can take place only if 
there is an intelligent agent behind, for otherwise 
the (combination of inert and momentary atoms 
cannot be explained. 

^ II Ro li 

At the time of the production of the 
•subsequent tiring and because the ante- 

cedent oile has Ceased to exist. 

20. And because at the time of the 
production of the subsequent thing (even in 
the series of successive causality) the 
antecedent thing has already ceased to exist, 
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I (it cannot be the cause of the subsequent 

■thing). 

The Sutra now refutes ihat even the succes- 
, sive causality siJoken of the series Nescience, 

I :Samskaras, etc. is untenable. Since everything 

I is nioniefitary, the antecedent thing would already 

I have ceased to exist at the next moment,, when 

i the suhseciuent thing is created; so it cannot be 

the caiise of the other. The clay that exists at 
dhe lime the pot is created, is alone the cause of . 
the pot, aud not that which existed before and has 
; 'Ceased to exist then. If it be still maintained to 

be the cause, then we have to accept that exist- 
j *ence comes out of non-existence, which is impos- 

, sible. Again the aec.eptance of the doctrine of 

: ononicntariness would go against the principle 

I dhat the eifect is the cause in a new form. This 

I l^iinciple .shows that the cause exists in the effect, 

which means that it is not momentary. Again on 
i account of the inomentariness of things 'origina- 

1 tioiT and ‘destruction’ will be synonymous, for if 

i we ,say there is difference between the two, then 

I we shall be forced to say that the thing lasts at 

I 'least for more than one moment, and conseqnently 

we .shall have to abandon the doctrine of 
unomentariness . 

If non-'existence (of cause) be assumed . 
'3^^; contradiction of the proposition 315^ other- 
. wise simultaneity* 
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21. If non-existence (of cause) be as- 
sumed, (the e:ffects being produced in spite 
of it) (there will result) contradiction of 
their (Ban dd has') proposition. Otherwise 
(there would result) simultaneity (of cause 
and effect). 

If, to avoid the difhciilty phown in the pre- 
vioxis Sutra, the Bauddhas say that e:ffects are 
prorinoed without a cause, then they would contra- 
dict their own pro])osition that every effect lias a 
cause. If on the other hand a cause be assumed, 
tlien we have to accept that the cause and effect 
exist simultaneously at the next moment, i.e., 
the cause lasts for more than one moment, aar 
nlrea dy shown in the last vSiitra, which would 
falsify the doctrine of momentarineas. 


n II 


Conscious de- 
struction and unconscious destr motion would Ibe- 
impossible owing to non-interruption. 


22. Conscious and unconscious de- 
struction would be impossible owing to noru- 
interruption. 

The Bauddhas maintain that universal dea- 
truclion is ever going on, and that this destruc- 
tion is of two kinds, conscious and uneonscioua. 
The former depends upon an act of thought, asi 
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wiien a jar is broken by a man witli a stick,, 
wb-ile tbe latter is ike natural decay of tkings,. 
Tbe Sutra says that either kind of destruction' 
would be impossible, for it must refer either to 
the series of momentary existences or to the single- 
members of that series. The series iwS contiuuous- 
and can never be stopped. *VVhy? Because the* 
last momentary existence before such destruction 
must be assumed either to produce its effect or 
not to produce it. If it floes, then the series 
would continue and will not be destroyed. If it^ 
does not produce the effect, the last momentary 
existence ceases to be a fact at all, for according, 
to the Ba'uff<lhas existence (Satta) means causal 
efficiency. Again the non-existence of the last 
momentary existence would lead backward to the 
non-existence of the previous momentary existence 
and so on of the whole series. 

Again these two kinds of destruction cannotr 
he found in the individual members of the series* 
also. Bor owing to the momentary existence of 
each member no conscious destruction of it is 
possible. Neither can it be unconscious destruc- 
tion, since the individual member is not altogether 
destroyed; for when a pot is destroyed we ffnd the 
existence of the clay in the sherds. Even in 
those cases where it seems to vanish, as when a- 
drop.qf water disappears on account of heat, we 
cab infer that it continues to exist in some other 
form, viz, as steam. 
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■3^«rr In either case ^ and because of objec- 
tions. 

23. And in either case {i.e. whether 
Nescience with its of'shoots meets with con- 
scious or unconscious destruction resulting 
in final release) because of the objections 
(that arise, the Bauddha position is un- 
tenable). 

Nescience, according to the Banddhas, is the 
false idea of permanency in things momentary. 
They say that on the destruction of it Moksha or 
Freedom is attained. Now this destruction of 
Nescience must he one of the two kinds' referred 
to in the last Sutra. If it is a conscious destruc- 
tion, deiiendiug on the eFort of the individual — 
his penance and knowledge, then this would go 
counter to the Buddhistic doctrine of inomen- 
‘tariness, according to which Nescience will also be 
momentary and cease to exist after a moment of 
its own accord. And if we say that the destruc- 
tion of ignorance is spontaneous, then the Bud- 
dhist instrnotioii as to the ‘path* is useless. So 
in either case the Bauddha position is untenable. 

3TT^ 11 II 

■ In the case of Akisa (space) ^ also sififSw 
there being no difference. 
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24. The case of Akasa also not being 
different (from the twofold destruction, it 
also cannot be a non-entity).. 

According to tlie Bauddlias, besides the two- 
fold destruction Akasa or space is a third non- 
entity. It means the absence in general of any 
covering 6r occnpying body. It has been showjn 
in Sutras 22-23 that the two kinds of destruction 
are not absolutely devoid of positive characteris- 
tics and so cannot he non-entities. The case of 
Akasa is' also vsimilar. Just as earth,' air, etc.». 
are recognized to be entities in consequence of 
their being the substratum of properties like 
smell etc., similarly Ak^sa also on account of its 
being the substratum of sound ought to he recog- 
nized -as an entity. Earth etc. are experienced 
through their attributes, and' the existence of 
Akasa also- is experienced through its attribute,, 
sound; Consequently it also' must be an entity. 

II II 

On account of memory ^ and. 

25. And on account of memory (the 
}:)prmanency of the experiencer has to be 
recognized). 

A further refutation of the- momentariness of 
things’ is given here. If everything is momen- 
tary, the- experiencer or enjoyer of something must, 
also he momentary. But that the enjoyer is not 
momentary and abides longer is realized from the 
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hiL't tliat .peoplit^ Ixiive tlie uiemory of past experi- 
. exices. Aleiiiory is possible only in a person wiio has 
pj-evioiisly expericmoed it, for what is experienced 
by one man is not rein ember ed by another. So the 
.agent of the experience and the remembrance 
being the same, be is connected with at least two 
moments — whi(ih refutes the doctrine of inomen- 
••tariness. 


II II 

!f Not from non-existence because 

this is not seen. 

26. (Existence does) not (result) from 
non-existence, because this is not seen. 

The Bauddhas say that from anything that is 
■ eternal and non-changing no eJfects can be pro- 
• dnced; for that which does not change cannot give 
.rise to effects. So they say that the cause under- 
goes destruction before the effect is produced. 
The seed undergoes destructionj and then the 
sprout conies out. In other words, existence 
springs from non-existence. The Sutra refutes 
this by saying that it it were so, then the assump- 
tion of siiecial causes would be meaningless. Any- 
thing might spring from anything; for non-entity 
is the same in all oases. There is no difference 
behveen the non-entity of a mango stone and that 
of an apple seed. Consequently we could expect 
an applf? come out of a mango stone. If 

there are distinctions between non-existences, with 
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the result that the non-existence of a mango stone 
fliiffers from that of an apple seed, and therefore 
they produce certain definite results, then they 
will no longer be non-entities, but something 
positiye. 

ii ii 

Of the ellbrtiess even and 
thus fefej attaimneut of the goal. 

27. And tliiis (if existence should 
spring from non-existence, there . would 
result) the attainment of the goal even by 
the efortless. 

Mere inactivity would result in the fulfilment 
-of all ends, for there would no longer be the neces- 
sity of the cause, activity. E\en final Ereedoiu 
would result without any effort. 

Topic 6: Refuiaiion of the Baudclha Idealists, 

\\ ii 

•!I Is uot non-existence on aouount 

■of their being experienced. 

28. Non-existence (of things external) 
is not (true), on account of their being ex- 
perienced. 

Erom this Sutra begins the refutation of the 
Idealists among the Bauddhas, according to whoia 
only ideas exist and nothing else. 

According to them the external world is 
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noii-oxisteiiL Does it mean that lixe objective world 
is absolutely iiou-existent like tlie lionis of u liure» 
or does it mean that it is unreal even as tlie world 
seen in a dream is unreal? Tlie vSutra refutes the 
forixier view. in iliat case we could not have 
exixerienoed it. The external woidd is an object of 
experience through the senses, and cannot there- 
fore be altogether non-existent like the horns of a 
hare. The Buddhist may say that he doevS not 
affirm that he is conscious of no obje(;t, but only 
that what is seen in his consciousness alone shines 
as something external. But then the very nature 
of consciousness itself proves the existence of ex- 
ternal things different from consciousness, for men 
are conscious of thixigs or objects of perception,, 
and nohody is conscioms of his perception merely. 
The very fact that the Banddhas say that the- 
internal cognition appears ‘as something external’' 
shows that the external world is real. If it were 
not real, the cominirlson Tike something external' 
would be meaningless. No one says that Deva- 
datta is like the son of a barren woman. 

H ii ii 

Owing to the difference of nature ^ and 
«! is not like dreams etc. 

29. And owing to tlie diffierence of 
nature (in consciousness between the wak- 
ing and the dream state, the experience of 
the waking state') is not like dreams etc. 
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This Sutra refutes the alternative view given, 
in the i)revious Sutra. The Bauddhas may say 
that perception of the external world is to he con- 
sidered similar to dreams and the like. In a dream 
there are no external objects; yet the ideas appear 
in a twofold form as subject and object. The- 
appearance of an external world is similarly inde- 
pendent of any objective reality. This Sutra 
refutes that view. There is a difference between 
the dream state and the waking state. What is 
seen in a dream is contradicted by waking experi- 
ence, it is unreal. The dream .state is a kind of 
memory, but the waking state is a real perception ; 
so it cannot be rejected as untrue. Moreover, 
wdiat is the proof of the existence of consciousness 
except experience? If that is so, why should not 
an object which is experienced he taken also us 
existing? It may be said that even the Veddntins 
acknowledge the unreality of the external world, 
since 'it is contradicted by the knowledge of 
Brahman, and that this view is based on the Srutis. 
But if the Bauddhas accept the authority of the 
Vedas, then they would be included within the 
Veddntic school and no longer remain outside if. 
but as a. matter of fact they do not accept the- 
Vedas. 


H »lT5r:, II lo n 

^ Is not oxi'steneo l.pcausr' (oxt'criwt 

things) are not experienced. 


B.s, — 15 
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30. The existence (of Samsk^ras) is 
not (possible according to the Bauddnas), 
because (external things) are not experi- 
•enced. 

The Bauddhas say that thoagli external tilings 
vdo not exist, yet the actual variety of notions like 
ipot, cloth, etc. can be accounted for by the pre- 
ceding iSamskaras or mental impressions left by 
previous experience, even as the impressions of the 
waking state give rise to the variety of experience 
in the dream state. This view is not tenable, 
sfiys file Sutra, for mental impressions are impos- 
sible without the perception of external objects. 
:and this the Bauddhas deny. The assumption of 
41 beginningless series of mental impressions as 
vause and effect would only lead to a regrmsus in 
injinifniin and not solve the difficulty. 

II II 

On account of the inomentariness % and> 

31. And on account of the moment- 
;ariness (of the ego-consciousness it cannot 
be ihe abode of the Samsk^ras). 

The mental impressions must have an abode. 
Without that they cannot exist. But the doctrines 
^of momentariness denies permanency to everything. 
Even the Alayavijnana or ego-consciousness, is 
momentary and cannot be that abode. Unless 
there is a permanent ^pripciple connecting the past, 
present, and future, there cannot be remembrance 
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or recognition of iui ex]jea-ience originating at a 
porticiilar time iiiul i)ia(;e. If tlie Alayavijnana 
is said to be sonietliing permanent, tben tbat 
nvoiiUL go (‘oiintor to 1])e doctrine <j£ inonientariness. 

II V-. II 

in cvei-y >va.y being illogical ^ and. 

32. And (as the Bauddha system is) 
illogical in every way (it cannot be accepted). 

This Sutra can also be interpreted as refnting 
dlie iSTikilists : The translation would then be: 
.And (as Aikilism) is illogical etc. 

J^Tibilism of tiro Jiauddlias goes counter to 
.(Tilery tiling. It goe.s against the Sruti, the Snuiti, 
perception, inference, and every edher means of 
.right knowledge and ' so has to be entirely disre- 
.garded by those Svlio are mindful of their welfare. 

Topic (} : Jh'f tdaiion of the Jriinas. 

11 11 

■»! Not l(«hRH<in one on account of the 

impossibility. 

33. On account of the impossibility (of 
.♦contrary attributes) in one and the same 
■thing (the Jaina doctrine is) not (true). 

After the refutation of the Bauddhas the 
■Jaina doctrine is taken up for discussion and refu- 
dation. The Jainas acknowledge seven categories, 
nvhich cun be mainly divided into two gToui)8, the 
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soul and the non-soul. Again they predicate- 
seven different views as regards the reality of 
everything. Everything according to them may- 
be real, unreal, both real and unreal, different 
iVoni 7’(‘a3 and unreal, indescribable, and so on. 
IMow this view about things cannot be accepted,, 
as it is absiird to think of the same thing ns en- 
dowed with these contradictory attributes of 
reality, unreality, etc. According to the Jaiiia’ 
doctidne we cannot arrive at any certain know- 
ledge, and this world, heaven^ and even Ereedom 
will hccoiue doubtful. According to Tedantic view, 
however, the world is Anirvachaniya, unspeakable,, 
and so fit for all relative purposes. . " 

^3^ In the same way ^ and iioiir- 

Tiniversality of the soul. 

34. And in the same way (there would 
arise) the non-universality of the soul. 

The Jainas say that the soul is of the size of 
the body. If so. it would be limited and with 
parts; therefore it cannot be eternal. Another 
difiicnlty would be that the soul of an ant taking 
an elephant body as a result of its past work will 
not be able to fill up that body; and conversely, 
the soul of an elephant will not have sufficient 
space in an ant body. The same difficulty arises 
with respect to the diflerent stages like childhood', 
youth, old age, etc. in a single individual. 
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5f ^or in turn 3T{^ oven oonsis- 

-toncy on account of change etc, 

35. Nor (can) consistency (be gained) 
»even (if the soul is assumed to take on an(l 
^discard parts) in turn (to suit diferent 
bodies), on account of the change etc. (of 
the soul in that case).. 

To get over the dithculty shown in the previ- 
ous Sutra about the soul being of the size of the 
body it assumes, if it be regarded as having parts 
.and alternately adding to and taking a.way from 
them, then another defect, viz., the soul nnder- 
igoing modih cation and consequently being non- 
■eteiaial, would arise. If it is non-eternal and ever- 
obonging, bondage and Liberation eannot be ine- 
.di fated of it. 

Because of the permanency (of the 
■size) at the end ^ and there follows tlie 

permanency of the two there is no difference!. 

36. And because of the permanency 
{of the size of the soul) a,t the end (i.e. on 
release) there follows the permanency of the 
two. (preceding sizes, mz., those at the be- 
.ginning and aniddle), (hence) there is no 
difference (as to the size of the soul at any 
time). 


I 
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Tile sisie of tJie soul at the time of release, the- 
Jaiiias hold, is permanent, Now if this size is 
permanent, it cannot have been created, for no- 
tliino’ created" is eternal and permanent. If it is- 
not created, it must have existed in the hegihnin}>' 
and middle as well. ^ In other words the size of 
‘the soul Avas always the same, he it minute or 
gTeat. ' Hence the Jaina theory that it varies ac- 
cording' to the size of the body is untenable. 

Topic 7 : io7i of ihe dortrine that God 

onJ.i/ the efficient, noi ‘inaierial, came of the world.. 

(I 11 

Loi’d^s account of incon- 

sistency. 

37. The Lord's (being merely the effici- 
ent cause of the world cannot hold good) on' 
account of the inconsistency (of that doctrine)! 

The I^edantu says tliat the Lord is hotli the- 
efficient and tlie material cause of the world. Tlie- 
Naiyayibas, 'Vaiseshikns, Yogins, and’ Maheshwaras 
say that the TiOrd is the efficient cause only, and the- 
material cause is either the atoms according to the* 
Naiyayilcus and Taiseshikas, or tlie Pradhfina* 
fK'.cording to the Yogins and others. He is the ruler 
of the Prudhuna and the souls, which are different 
from Him. )Sucli a view leads to inconsistency. How? 
Becans'<^ it makes the Lord partial to some and pre- 
f judiced against others, for some- people are well offi’ 
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ija tliis ■worlcl,}' while others are riiiseriible. The 
opponents here may say: How does the Yedantin 
f^et oui of the difficulty? He replies: The Lord is 
impartial, hnt He directs the individuals accordintr 
to their merit and demerit earned in previons exist- 
ences. (See Sutras 2. 1. 34-35). 3?or the scriptures- 
say so^ and if yoii accept scriptural authority in. 
this, you will have to accept its statement, “I will 
be many’’ etc. (Taitt.. 2, 6), which shows that the* 
Lord is both the efficient and' the material ('.ause. 

II ii' 

: Because relation is not possible 

^ and. 

38. And because relation (betweeii^ tlae 
Lord and the Pradhana or the souls) is Aiot 
possible. 

the Lord is devoid of parts, and so also the- 
PradhMa and the souls, there can be no con] unc- 
tion between the Lord and them, and consequently 
they cannot be ruled by Him. Neither can the- 
relation he one of inherence, which subsists between, 
endties inseparably connected as whole and part, 
substance and attributes, etc. This difficulty does- 
not arise in the case of the Vedantina, firstly be- 
cause the relation is inexpressible identity (Tadat- 
mya) and secondly because they depend on the- 
vSrutis' for their authority and so are not expected’’ 
to base 'their reasoning entirely on observed facts ^ 
os the opponents have to. 
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3Tfif8i5Trgqq^^ ii ii 

Rulership being impossible and. 

39. And on account of the rulership 
<of the Lord) being impossible. 

These schools infer the existence of the Lord, 
nnd say that He directs the Pradhana etc. as the 
potter docs his clay. But the Pradhana etc. are 
not objects of perception like the clay. Hence the 
Lord cannot direct them, for the inference must be 
stri(it]y in accordance with observed facts. 

n II 

As the senses ^ if-^it be said «T no 
because of enjoyment etc. 

40. If it be said (that the Lord rules 
the Pradhana etc.) even as (the Jiva rules) 
the senses (which are also not perceived), 
{Ave say) no, because of the enjoyment etc. 

Even as the individual soul directs the sense 
^organs which are not perceived, so also we can take 
that the Lord rules the Pradhana etc. — says the 
opponent. The analogy is not proper, for in the 
former case the Jiva is seen to enjoy pleasure, 
suffer pain, etc., from which we infer that it rules 
Hie organs. If the analogy he true, the Lord also 
would suffer pain and pleasure caused by. the Pra- 
‘dliana etc. 
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Subject to destruction 3f^Wdl noii-oiniiis- 

rcionce ^ or. 

41. (There would result from their 
'doctrine the Lord’s) being subject to des- 
itruction or (His) non-omniscience. 

According to these schools the Lord is omnis- 
.cient and eternal, i.e. not subject to destruction. 

The Lord, the Pradhana, and the souls accord- 
dug to the Maheshwaras are infinite and separate. 
.Now the question is, does the omniscient Lord know 
ithe measure of the I’radhana, soul, and Him.self or 
.not? In either case the doctrine of the Lord^s being- 
.ihe mere etficient cause of the universe is untena- 
ble. If the Lord knows their measure, they are all 
limited, and therefore a time will come when they 
will all cease to exist. Again, if He does not know 
4hem, then He would cease to he omniscient. 

'Topic S: Refutation of the Blidgavata or 
the Panchardtra achool. 

n II 

Owing to the impossibility of orig- 

.ination. 

42. The origination (of the individual 
^soul from the Lord) being impossible (the 
Pancharatra doctrine is untenable). 

The Pancharatra or the Bhagavata school is 
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now taken iij) for exaniiiiatimi. It recognizes the* 
nniterial and efiieient causality of the Lord, hut 
pT 02 )ouud 8 certain other views which are' ohjection-- 
able. A(‘c.oyding’ to it Yasiideva is the Supreme Lord, 
the material and efficient cause of the world. By 
worship]ung Him, meditating on Hinij and know- 
ing Him one attains Liberation. l?rom Yasudeva is* 
born Sankai'shana , the diva; from diva Pradyumna, 
the mind; from mind Aniruddha, the Ego. These- 
are tlie fourfold form (Yyulia) of the Lord:' 
Yasudeva . 

Of these, the aucw that Yasxxd.eva is the Su- 
■|)renie Lord, to be worshipped and vso on, the* 
Yedantin accepts, as it is not against the Sriiti. 
_Bxit the creation of the diva etc. he rejects, as such 
creation is impossible. AYhy? Because if the soxxV 
he created, it xvoxxld be subject to* destruction, and’ 
so xm Liberation can. be predicated of it. . That 
t]i(‘ soxd is not created xviI1 be shown in Sntrai 
2. 3. IT. 

^ 5R<orq II II 

H ^ Nor from the agent the instrxmxenC. 

43. Nor (is it seen that) the instru- 
ineiit (is produced) from the agent. 

As an instrxxment, like an axe, is not seen to* 
be produced from the agent, the wood-cutter, the^ 
Bhagavata doctrine — that from the individual 
soul is produced the internal instrxxment or mind,, 
and from the mind the ego— cannot he accepted.. 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


3.2.45]' 


23T' 


Keitker is there any scriptural authority for it. 
The scripture plainly says that everything' origi- 
nates from Brahman. ^ 

err ii ii 

If intelligence (itc, exist ^ or 
no warding off of that. 

44. Or if the (four Vyuhas are said' 
to) possess intelligence etc., yet there is no.- 
warding off of that {mz. the objection raised' 
in Sutra 42). 

The BhAgavatas may say that all the fr)rnis-- 
are Vasudeva, the Lord, and that all of them’ 
equally possess hnowledge and lordship, strength,, 
valour, etc., and m'e free from faults and imper- 
fections. In this case there will he more than one’ 
Iswara, which is redundant and also goes against 
their own assumption. Even granting all this, tljo* 
origination of the one from the other is unthinkable. 
Being equal in all respects, none of them can be the- 
cause of another, fojr the effect must have some- 
feature that is lackiug iu the cause. Again the* 
forms of Yasudeva cannot be limited to four only,, 
as the whole world from Brahmti down to a clumps 
of grass is a form of the Supreme Being. 

11 II 

Booaxisp ol’ contra diotioTis 5| and. 
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45. And because of contradictions 
(the Bhagavata view is untenable). 

Moreover the the^ involves many contra- 
- fictions. Sometimes it speaks of the four forma as 
qualities of the Atman and sometimes as the Atman 
■itself. 



CHAPTER ir 


Section hi 

In the previoiivS section the inconsistency of the 
doctrines of the varions non-yed&.ntic schools has- 
been shown and consequently their unreliability 
has been established. A donbt may arise that on 
account of contradiction among the Srnti texts, 
the docti’ine that upholds Brahman as the First 
Oanse may also he of the same class. To clear such a 
donbt by harmonizing the apparent contradictions 
in scriptural texts, the next two sections are begun. 
The arguments of the opponent, who tries to prove' 
the self-contradiction of the Sruti texts, are always- 
given first, and then follows the refntation. 

Topic 1: Ethef is not eternal hut created. 

3T?^; II ? II 

it Not AHsa (as it is) not so stated by 

the Sruti, 

1. Akasa (is) not (created), (as it is) 
not so stated by tbe Sruti. 

To start with, the texts dealing with creation- 
are taken np, and Akasa (ether) is first dealt with. 
In the Chhandogya XJpanishad, where the order of 
ci'eation is given, the text says. “It thought, May 
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.1 ioe many, ]nay I grow forth.’ it sent forth fire” 
(G. 2. 3). Here there is no mention of Akasa being 
])ro<lu(!ed by the >Sat or Brahman. Hence Akusa has 
no oiigin, it is eternal. 

3 II 11 

There is g but. 

‘2. But there is (a Sruti text which 

• states that Akfxsa is created) . 

The oi^ponent in this Sutra anticipates a possi- 
lj]i‘ objection against bis arguments adyanced in 
..Sxitra 1, and explains it away in Sutra 3. The text 
referred to here i.s„ “Trom (hat Self (Brahman) 
sjnnug Akasa (ethei’)” etc. (Taitt. 2. 1). 

JTWt, II \ II 

U.sed ill a secondary sense ou 

account of the impossibility. 

3. (The Sruti text dealing with the 
origin of Akasa) is to be taken in a second- 
.ary sense, on account' of the impossibility 
(of Akasa being created). 

The Taittiriya text referred to in the previous 
"Sutra, the opponent holds, should he taken in a 

• secondary sense, as Akasa cannot he created. It has 
no x-)arts and bence cannot he created. Moreover. 
Akasa is all-pervading, and therefore it can be in- 
unTuddhat it is eternal — ^ivithout origin. 
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U ^ 11 

l\’om the Srnli texts ^ also. 

4. Also from the Sruti texts (we find. 
:that Aka,sa is eternal). 

In the last Sutra Ahasa was inferred to he eter- 
.nal. Here the (>i)pou.ent eites a Sruti text to show 
that it is eternal. The text referred to is, ^‘(And 
.the formless are) "Nhiyu and AkSsa — ^these are 
immortal” nirih. 2. 3. 3). Being inimorfal or 
^eternal, it cannot have a beginning. 

ii Mi 

. Is possible and 15 ^^ of the same (word 

■ ‘sprang’) like tlic word ‘Brahman’. 

5. It is possible that the same word 
,( ‘sprang’ be used in a primary) and 

. (secondary sense) like the word ‘Brahman’, 

The opiDonent in the Sntra answers a weaii 
j3omt in his argument, ciz. how can the same word 
‘sprang’ in the Taittiriya text, “Broin that Self 
(Brahman) sprang Akasa; from Akasa sprang 
'V^yn (air), from air sprang fire” etc. (2. 1), he 
•■used in a secondary sense with respect to Akasa 
-and in the primary sense with respect to air, fire, 
«etcP He does this by referring to other Srnti texts, 
where the word ‘Brahman’ is so used. “Try to 
know Brahman by penance, for penance 'is 
IBrahman,” where Brahman, is used botli in a 
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priimiry juid a SH<'<)ii(lai'y sense ii) Ike sinne text; 
also “k^ood is Rmkinaii” (Tuitt. d. 2 } and “Bliss- 
is Bj'a liman” (Tuitt. d. (i), where Bralmiaii is xisecU 
ill a secondary and ])riniui'y sense respectively in 
two ctnnplenioiitury texts. 

Xon-ul>aiidomn(uit oH i)mi)osifcioir 
from iioti-distitiction troin rhc- 

Srutis, 

6. The Jioii-abaiidoDmeiit of the prop- 
osition by the knowledge of one every- 

thing else becomes known, can resnlt only'\ 
from the non-distinction (of the entire world) 
from Brahman). Brom the Sruti texts (which 
declare the non-difference of the cause and 
its effects, this proposition is established). 

This >Sntra refutes the opponent’s view- 
set forth so far, and gives the cemednsion. Tlie pro- 
position that b’oin tlie knowledge of one (Brahman)- 
everything else is known, can be true only if eveiy- 
thing in the srorhl is an efl:ect of Brahman. For the- 
Srnti says that the effects are not different from -fchek- 
cause, and consequently the cause, being known-., 
the effects will also he known. If Akasa is not 
(‘rented from Brahman, then the proposition in 
quesdon falls throngh; for affec knowing Brahman 
Akcisa still remains to be known, on acimunt of its 
not being an eifect of Brahman. But If it is treated, 
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tken no sucli difficnlty arises. ’ Hence' Ak^sa is 
created; otkerwise tlie antlioritativeness of tke 
Yedas wonld he gone. Tke Cliliandogya text in 
wkicli Akasa is not mentioned is accordingly ,to be 
intei’preted in tbe light of the Taittiriya text; that 
is, Akasa and Tayn have to be inserted, and tbe 
text wonld mean that after creating Akasa and 
Vdyu, “It created fire.” 

3 fWT^rr H II 

Extending to all effects whatsoever 
§ blit separateness as in the world, , 

7. But in all effects whatsoever (there 
is) separateness, as (is seen) in the world. 

Tbe word ‘biit^ refutes tbe idea that Akasa is 
not credted. We see in the world that all created 
things are different from each other, A pot is differ- 
ent from a piece of cloth and so on. In other words, 
everything which has a separateness abont it is- 
created. We cannot conceive of a thing as separate 
from others and yet eternal. How Akasa is distinct 
form earth etc., and hence it cannot he eternal, but 
mnst be a created thing. It may he objected that 
the Atman also is divided from ether and so on and 
therefore It too is an effect. But that is not possible,, 
for all things are created from the Atman, which is 
their Self, and so not separate from them; therefore- 
It is not an effect. The all-pervasiveness and eternity 
of Akdsa are only relatively true; it is created and 
is an effect of Brahman. 
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Topic 2: Air springs from ether, 

ti <: u 

By this air is explained. 

8. By this {i.e. the foregoing explana- 
tion about Ak4sa) (the fact of) air (also 
being an eifect) is explained. 

Topic o: Brahman is not created. 

11 II 

There can be no origin 3 hut of th(i 
Bat (That which is) as it does not stand to 

reason. 

9. But there can be no origin, of the 
Bat (That which is i.e. Brahman), as it does 
not stand to reason. 

The question arises whether Brahman also is 
an effect like Akasa etc. In the Svetasvatara TJpa- 
nishad there occurs the text: “Thou art born with 
Thy face turned to all directions” (Svet. 4. 3), 
which clearly states that Brahman is horn. This 
"view is refuted by the Sutra, which says that Brah- 
man, which is existence itself, cannot be an effect, 
as It can have no cause. “And He has neither par- 
ent nor Lord” (Svet. 6* 9). hTeither can non-exis- 
tence be such a cause, for the Sruti s^ys, “How can 
existence come out of non-existence?” (Chh. 6. 2. 
■2). ISTor is it proper to say that existence is its own 
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(jause, for tlie eifect anust have some speciality not 
possessed by tbe cause. Brahman is mere existence 
without any distinction. We observe that only par- 
ticulars are junduced from the g'eneral,, as dilerenl 
pots are from clay, and not vice 'versa. Therefore 
.Brahman, which is existence in general, cannot be 
the efi:ect of any i)articular thing. The fact that 
every cause is itself an effect of some antecedent 
thing is repudiated by the Sruti : ^‘That great, 
hirthless Self is undecaying” (Brih. 4. 4. 25), for 
it leads to a regressus in infinitum. So Brahman 
is not an effect, hut is eternal. 

Topic 4: Fire created from air. 

^s?r:, 5t«rrifre; in® it 

S’ire 9151! from this 51*11 so % verily SWS says. 

10. Fire (is produced) from this {i.e-. 
tiir), so verily says (the Sruti). • “ 

“From air (is produced) fire” (Taitt. 2. 1.) 
shows that fire springs from air. Again we have. 
“That (Brahman) created fire” (Chh. 6.2.3). These 
two texts can he reconciled by interpreting the 
Taittiriya text to mean the order of sequence : 
Brahman, after creating air, created fire. This 
♦Sutra refutes such an ingenious explanation and 
says that fire is produced from Yayu or' air. This 
does not contradict the Ohhandogya text, for it 
means thal: as air is a product of Brahman, it is 
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fi-oDi Braliwiai], whick kas assumed tke iorm of air, 
lliat fire is produced. Tke general proposition 
tkat everytking is created from ^rakman requires 
tliat (di tilings skould ultimately ke traced to tkat 
j cause, and not tkat ikey skould ke tke immediate 
ek-ects. Hence tkere is no contradiction. 

Topic T) : Water created fo’onn fire. 

sttt: II n II 

11. Water (is produced from fire), 

‘‘kroiii fire is produced Avater^^ (Taitt. 2. !)■; 

“Tliai created water” (Ckk. 6. 2. 3). Tkese two 
texts leuTe no doubt tkat water is created from 
fire. Here also we must understand tkat from 
Brakman,, conditioned as fire, water is produced. 

Topio S : fiJartli created from water, ; 

ifM, II Ps II 

2l«lt Eartli because of tke 

subject-matter, colour, and other Srntx texts. 

12. Earth (is meant by the word 
‘Anna') because of the subject'-matter,. 
colour, and other Sruti texts. 

'^Eroin water earth” (Taitt. 2. 1); ‘‘It 
(water) iiroduced Anna (lit. food)” (Ckk. 6. 2. 4.). 
Tke two texts are apparently contradictory; for 
in (jiie water is said to produce earth and in ano- 
ther food. Tke Sutra says that ‘Anna’ in ike 
Chkaiidogya' text means iiot food, ■: but. ■ earth. 
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^Vhy? Pirst on account of ttie subject-matter 
treated in tiie section. In ''It created lire/^ 
and sucli other texts the Sruti describes the crea- 
tion of the five elements, and so ‘Anna’ slnmld 
refer tO’ an element and not food. Again in a (com- 
plementary passage Ave baA^e, “The black colour 
in fire is the colour of Anna” (Chh. (5. 4. l)j 
where the reference to colour clearly indicates 
that the earth is meant by ‘Anna’. Hence 
‘Anna’ in the passage under discussion means 
earth, and there is no contradiction hetAveen the 
Ohhaiidogya and Taittiriya texts. ■ Other Sruti 
texts like, “That Avhich was there as the froth on 
Avater was solidified and became this earth” tBrih. 
1. 2. 2), cleaidy show that from water earth is 
j)roduced. 

Topic 7 : Brahman na the creative pyijioijiic 
Te-Hidlng in the preceding element is the cause of 
the suhsequont element in the order of creation. 

\\ a 

Because of His reflecting only 5 
"but His indicatory marks He. 

13. But because of His reflecting only 
(are the subsequent eleiuents created from 
the previous element in the order of crea- 
tion; 'so) He (the Supreme Lord is the 
creator of air etc.). (We know this) from 
His indicatory marks. 
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Kralunaii is described ia the Srutis as tlie 
fi'eator of everytliing:. Again we find in them 
texts like Akasa is produced air*^ (Taitt. 

2. 1), which declare that certain elements produce 
{‘crtaiii elfects independently. So the opponent 
}u)lds that there is a contradiction in the Sruti 
texts. This Sufcni refutes that objection saying 
that the Lord residing within these elements 
produces after reflection certain effects. Why? 
(In account of the indicatory marks. “He who 
inhabits the earth , . . and who controls the earth 
from within^ ^ etc. (Brih. 3. 7. 3) shows that the 
Supreme Lord is the sole ruler, and denies all inde- 
pendence to the elements. Again, “That fire 
thought, . . . that water thought” (Ohh. 6. 2. 
3-4) shows that after reflection these elemenhs 
produced the effects. This reflection is impossi- 
ble for inert elements, and so we are to understand 
that the Lord residing within these elements 
thought and produced the effects. Therefore the' 
elements become causes only through the agency 
of the Lord, who abides within them. Hence 
there is ho contradiction between the two texts 
cited at the beginning. 

T0j}ic 8: Reahsorption takes place m the inverse 
order to that of creation. 

5 II II 

In the reverse, order 3 indeed IW» order 
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SiRTJ from that (the order of creation) ^ and 
is reasonable. 

14. (At Pralaya the elements are) 
indeed (withdrawn into Brahman) in the 
reverse order from that (of creation); and 
this is reasonable. . 

The question is whether at the time of cosmic 
dissolution the elements get withdrawn into 
Brahman in the order of creation, or in the 
reverse order. The' Sutra says that it is in the 
reverse order, for the eftect goes hack to the causal 
state, as ice, for instance, melts into water. Hence 
oach thing is withdrawn into its immediate cause 
and so on. in the reverse order, till Akasa is reached 
•^vhich in turn gets merged in Brahman. 

Topic 9: The mention of the mindf intellect, 
and organs does not interfere with the order of 
creation and reabsorpUon, as they are the products 
of the elements, 

II ?Mi 

9(RfuIn between intellect and mind 

in the order Id. owing to indication of that 
it be said d not so ^R?lH(d.on account of 
non-4ifference. 

15. If it be said that in between 
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(Brahman and the elements) the intellect 
ahd the mind (are mentioned, and there- 
fore that ought to be the order in creation 
and the inverse order in reabsorptoin), 
owing to the indication (in the Sriiti texts) 
to that effect (which upsets the order of 
creation of the elements), (we say) not so, on 
account of the non-difference (of the intellect 
and the mind from the elements). 

In tile Mundaka TJpanisliad occurs the foll- 
owing text, “From this iSelf are x^roduced Prana, 
mind, the senses, ether, air, lire, water, and earth, 
ihe- support of alP’ (2, 1. 3). An ohjection is 
raised that the order of creation is as described in 
this text, which contradicts the order of creation 
of elements described in the Ohhandogya G, 2. 3 
and other Srutis. This objection is here refuted 
on the ground that the Mundaka text only states 
that all these are produced from the Self,' hut 
gives no Order of creation like the other texts. 
Again the intellect, mind, and organs are effects 
of the elements, and so they can come into exis- 
tence only after the elements are created. On 
account of this non-difference of the organs from 
the elements, their origination and reahsoi’x^tion 
■are the same as those of the elements. That the 
organs are modifications of the elements is pi^oVhd 
by Sruti texts like, “For the mind, my child, 
consists of earth, the vital force of water'; the 
vocal organ of fiiV^ (Ohh. 6, Q. 5).‘ Therefore 
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{ ,tlie Mundaka text does not upset tke ordex- of 

; 'Creation mentioned elsewkere, 

'Topic 10: Birth and death are primarily HpnJceii 
\ of the body^ and metaphorically of the souL 

?i5:i^*rTfenri, n n 

Depending on (the bodies) of 
moving and stationary beings 5 but be 

mention of that e secondary 
on account of (those terms) depending on 
the existence of that. 

! 16. But tile mention of that {w. 

I 'birth and death of the individual soul) is 

I apt only with reference to (the bodies) of 

moving and stationary beings. (With ref- 
‘Crence to the soul, however,) it is secondary, 
, on account of (those terms) depending op 

I the existence of that {i.e. body). 

I . A doubt may arise that the individual soul, 

; too, has birth and death, because people use such 

•expressions as “Devadatta is born" or "Dovadatta 
is dead", and because certain ceremonies, are pres- 
■cribed by the scriptures at the birth and death of 
( ’people. This >Sutra refutes such a doubt and says 

I that the individual soul has neither birth nor 

; death. These belong* not to the soul, but to the 

j' /body -with which the soul is connected, This 
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nonnection ' and disconnection witli tlie body is 
popularly called the birth and death of the soul. 
Moreover, the Sruti says, is the body, which 
bereft of the soul, dies; the soul does not die’* 
(Ghh. 6. 11. 3). So birth and death are spoken 
primarily of the bodies of moving and stationary 
beings, and only metaphorically of the soul. Thai 
birth and death mean, respectively the connection 
and disconnection of the soul with the body is 
proved by such tjexts as “That man, when he is 
born, or attains a body,^^ etc, (Brih. 4. 3. 8). 

Topic, 'll: Tlhc indimdual soul is permanent} 
eternal, etc. 

tTTWt: II ?vs || 

Is not (produced) the individual seif 

not being (so) mentioned by the scriptures 
being eternal ^ also from them 

(iSriitis.) 

17. The individual self is not (pro- 
duced), (for it is) not (so) mentioned by the 
scriptures; also (on account of its) being 
eternal, (for so it is known) from them (the* 
Sruti texts). 

At the beginning of creation there was only 
“One Brahman without a second” (Ait. 1. ' 1)*, 
and so it is not reasonable to say that the indivi- 
<hiai soul is not born, for then there was nothing 
but Brahman. Again the .Sruti says:. “Just as 
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from a lire tiny sparks Hy in all directions, even 
so from tliis Atman emanate all Pranas (organs), 
all worlds, all gods, and all the selves*^ (Brih. 
3. 1. 20, Madhyandina recension). So the oppo- 
nent argues that the individnal sonl is born at the 
beginning of the cycle, jnst as Akasa and other 
elemeiits are born. This Sutra refutes it and says- 
that the individual soul is not born, for there is 
no statement to that effect in the Sruti in the sec- 
tion dealing with creation. Op the other hand 
Sruti texts clearly deny such birth to the indivi- 
dual soul. “Unborn, eternaP^ (Kath. 1. 2. 18); 
“This great birthless )Self^’ (Brih. 4. 4. 25)’. It is 
the one Brahman without a second that enters the 
intellect and appears as the individual soul (Jiva). 
“Having created it. It entered into it” (Taitt. 
2. 6). Hence as there is in reality no difference 
between the individual soul and Brahman, the fact 
of the Jiva^s being non-created does not contradict 
the text, “At the beginning there was only the 
Atman without a second” (Ait. 1. 1). The crea- 
tion of souls spoken of in the other texts cited is 
only in a secondary sense. It does not therefore 
contradict the text, “Having created it-, It entered' 
into it.” 

Topi-o 12 : The nature of the individual aoul 
is intelligence > 

iftSfT ^ II II 

' SffJ Intelligence aRT ^ for this very reason. 
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18. For this very reason {mz. that it is 
not created)^ (the individual soul is) intelli- 
gence (itself). 

The Vaiseshikas say that the iudivid-ual soul 
is not iutellig'ent by nature, for it is not found to 
be so in the state of deep sleep (Sushupti) or of 
swoon. It is only when the soul comes to the 
conscious plane and unites with the mind that it 
becomes intelligent. This Sutra refutes such a 
possibility, for it is the intelligent Brahman Itself 
that, being limited by the XJpS,dhis (limiting 
.adjuncts), the body etc., manifests as the indiyi- 
.dual soul. Therefore intelligence is its very nature, 
and is never altogether destroyed, not even in the 
state of deep sleep or swoon. “That it does not see 
in that state is because although seeing then, it . 
does not see; fot the vision of the witness can 
rnever be lost, because it is immortal. But there is 
mot that second thing separate from it which it can 
see^^ (Brih. 4. 3, 23). Therefore it is not true that 
its intelligence is lost, for it is impossible. It does 
not in reality lose its power of seeing; it does not 
see only because there is no object to see. Were in- 
telligence actually non-existent then, who would 
be there to say that it did not exist? How' could it 
be^ known? Moreover, he who says that he did not 
know anything in deep sleep, must have been exis- 
tent at that time. Otherwise how could he remem- 
ber the condition of that state? Hence the intelli- 
gence of the Self is never lost under any condition. 
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Topic 13: The size of the individual soul. 

II II 

3nfii|Pci-*T&-3JHIql«iiH Passing out, 'going and re- 
turning. 

19. (As the Sruti texts declare the 
souFs) passing out, going (to other spheres) 
and returning (thence), (the soul is not 
infinite in size). 

Prom this up to Sutra 32 the question ot the-- 
size of the soul — ^whether it is atomic, medium-sized 
or infinite — is divseussed. "We have in the )Svet^.s- 
va.tara ITpanisliad; “He is the one God , , . all- 
pervading” (G. 11); and again,. “This Atman is' 
atomic” (Mu. 3. 1. 9). The two texts contradict 
each other and we have to arrive at a decision on the 
point. Sutras 20-28 set forth the prhna facie view. 
The opponent says, we find in the scriptures texts 
mentioning the sonhs passing out of the hody, go- 
ing to heaven etc., and returning from there. This 
is possible only if the soul is atomic, and not 
infinite or all-pervading; for to an infinite soul 
there can he no going and coming. Therefore the 
soul is atomic. 

II Ro II 

(Beina: connected) directly with their 
agent ^ and the latter two. 
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20. And the latter two (the going and 
coming) (being connected) directly with 
.their agent (the soul), (it is of atomic size). 

Even if tile soul is infinite, still it can be 
spoken of as passing out of the body, if by that 
term is meant ceasing to be the ruler of the body. 
But the two latter activities, the going and 
coming, are not possible for an entity that is all- 
pervading. So the soul is atomic in size. 

II II 

•f Not atomic as the scriptures state 

it to be otherwise ^ it bo said s? not so 
taKra.owingtoa principle other than the indivi' 
dual soul being the subject-matter (in these texts). 

21. If it be said (that the soul is) not 
. atomic, as the scriptures state it to be 
otherwise {i,e. all-pervading), (we say) not 
so, for (the one) other than the individual 
soul {i,e. Supreme Brahman) is the subject- 
matter (in those texts). 

Sruti texts like, ‘'He is the one God . . . all- 
pervading” (Svet. 6. 11), refer not to the indivi- 
dual soul, but to the Supreme Lord, who is other 
than the .individual soul and forms the chief sub- 
ject-matter of all the Yedanta texts; for that is the 
one thing that is to be known, and is tb-oref ore 
.propounded by all the Vedanta texts. • 
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^ II II 

From direct statements (ot tiie 
Sruti tests) and infinitesimal measure ^ and. 

22. And on account of direct state- 
ments (of the Sruti texts as to the atomic 
size) and infinitesimal measure (the soul is 
.atomic). 

‘‘This Atman is atomic*’ (Mu. 3. 1. 9). Again 
,we have, “That individual soul is to he known as 
part of the hundredth part of the tip of a hair 
divided a hundred times” (Svet. 5. 9), which 
shows that the soul is smaller than even the small- 
est. Hence the soul is atomic in size. 

II II 

No contradiction '^^^like sandal-paste. 

23. There is no contradiction, like 
sandal-paste. 

Even as sandal-paste applied to any particular 
part of the body gives an agreeable sensation all 
■over the body, even so the soul, though of atomic 
size and therefore occupying only one part of the 
body, may experience happiness and misery extend- 
ing Over the entire body. 

II II 

On account of the particular 
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position ^ it be said ^ nob ,so on 

account of tlie admission in tlic heart % ind,eed. 

24. If it be said that on account ‘ of 
the particular position (of the sandal-paste- 
in the body the analogy is not just), (we 
say) not so, on account of the admission (by 
the scriptures of a special seat for the soul,. 
viz,) in the heart alone. 

A possible objection is raised by the opponent 
ng'aiust his own tiow. In the case of the sandal- 
paste we see that it occuj)ies a particular part of 
the body and yet gladdens the whole body. But 
in the case oJ: the soul we do not know that it 
occupies a particuhu’ i)lace, and in the absence of 
tliat we cannot infer that like the sandal-paste it 
must occupy a particular portion of the body 'and 
therefore he atomic. Por even an all-pervading- 
soul or a soul pervading the whole body like the 
skin can give rise. to the same result. So in the 
absence of any jn'oof it is difficult to settle the size 
of the soul. This objection the opponent refutes by 
saying that such. Sruti texts as, "'The self- effulgent 
one within the hearf (Brih, 4. 3. 7) declare that 
the soul has a particular abode in the body, viz.. 
the heart, and hence it is atomic. 

II 11 

g'W Owing to (its) quality m or in the 

world. 
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25. Or owing to (its) quality {viz, 
intelligence) as in the world. 

This Sutra gives another argument to sho^Y 
how an atomic soul can have experience throughout 
the body. 

In the world we find that a light placed in one 
corner of a room illumines the whole room. So 
also the soul, though atomic and therefore occupy- 
ing a particular portion of the body, niay^ because 
of its' quality of intelligence, which pervades the 
whole body, experience pleasure and pain through- 
out the body. 


II II 

The extension beyond (the object i.e. the 
soul) Ti?Ki^like odour. 

26. The extension (of the quality of 
intelligence) beyond (the soul, in which it 
inheres) is like odour (which extends beyond 
the fragrant object). 

We find that the sweet odour of flowers extends 
beyond them to the surrounding region. Even so 
the intelligence of the soul, which is atomic, 
extends beyond the soul and pervades the whole 
body. 

5W ^ 1 1 II 

gPW Tims ^ also (the Srnti) shows or 

declares. 
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27 . ' Thus also (the Sruti) declares, 

Tlie )Sriiti also declares that it is by the quality 
of intelligetice that the atomic soul pervades the 
whole body. Tor instance, it say;s : '^Just so has 

the intelligent self penetrated this body up to' the 
very hairs aiifl the Unger nails” (Kan. 4. 20). 

11 II 

S^Soparate account of the teaching. 

28,. On account of the separate teach- 
ing (of the Sruti) (that the soul so pervades 
the body owing to its quality of intelli- 
gence). 

A further argument is given to establish the 
proposition of the last Sutra.' The .text/ ‘“Having 
by Prajn^ (intelligence) taken possession of the 
body” (Ka\i. 3. 6), shows that intelligence is 
different from the soul, being related as instrument 
and agent, and that with this quality the soul per- 
vades the whole body. * ' 

ii h 

On account of its having for its 
essence the qualities of that ( vtz . , the Buddhi) g but 
that declaration (as to its atomic size) SWit 
even as the Intelligent Lord (is declared to "be 
atomic), . ’ 

29. But that' doqlaration , (as ' to, ,the 
atomic size of the soul) is on account of its 
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having for its essence the qualities of that 
{viz, the Buddhi), even as the Intelligent 
Lord (Brahman, which is all-pervading, is 
declared to be atomic). 

Tile word 'buU refnte.s all that luis been said 
in Sutras 19-28, and decides tliiit the sonl is aJl- 
pervading, because the ali-pervaditig Brahman 
Itself is said to have entered the universe as the 
individual soul, which again is stated to lie 
identical with It. How then is the soul declared 
to be atomic? Such declarations are on account 
•of its preponderating in the ij[ualities of the 
Buddhi (intellect) so long as it is imagined to bo 
•connected with the latter and in bondage. Passing 
'ont, going, and coming are qualities of the 
Buddhi and are only imputed to the individual 
•soul. Bor the same reason also, i.e., limitation of 
the intellect, is the Atman regarded as atomic. It 
is like imagining the all-pervading Lord* as 
limited for the sake of TJpasana, devout 
meditation. 

11 ]\ 

^?I:3TRJHnfe^fj[,So long as the soul (in its relative 
■aspect) exists ^ and there is no defect 
because it is so seen (in the scriptures). . ■ . . . 

30. And there is no defect (in what 
has been said in the previous Sutra), (as fh^ 
■con junction- of' the soul -with the intellect 
exists) so long as the soul (in its relative 
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aspect) exists : because it is so seen (in the 
scriptures). 

An objection might he raised against what 
has been said in the pre-vions Sutra that since the- 
conjunction oi: the soul and the intellect, which 
are difterent entities, nni.st necessarily come to an 
end some time, the soul, when so disjoined front 
the Buddlii, will either cease to exist altogether or 
at least ceavse to be a Samsilrin (individualized).. 
This Sutra replies : There can be no such defect in 
the argument of the previous Sutra, for this cou- 
nection with the intellect lasts so long as the souPs 
state of Sam Sara is not destroyed by the realiza- 
tion of supreme Knowledge. How is this known?' 
It is known from the declaration of the scriptnres 
that even at death this connection is not severed.. 
“This infinite entity that is identified with tho' 
intellect .... Assuming the likeness of the- 
intelle<d. it moves between the two worlds, it 
thinks, as it were, it moves, as it were,” (Brih. 
4, 3. T). The terms “thinks, as it were”, “moves,, 
as it were” also mean that the self does not think 
and move on its own account, but only through its- 
association with the intellect. 


wrsfiT5*ri%^t’TT^ II ?? II 
S ’RMlR'Irl.Libe virility etc. g verily aiPl its {i.e. 
of the connection with the intellect) existing 
account of the manifestation being 

possible. 
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31. On account of the manifestation 
(of the connection with the intellect in the 
■awakened state) being possible only on its 
existing (potentially in Sushnpti), like 
virility etc. 

An objection is raised that in Busbuidi or 
<leep .sleep there can be no connection with the 
intellect, for it is said, “Then he becomes -anited 
with the True, he is gone to his own’' (Chh. G. 8. 
1 ) ; how then can it be said that this connection 
lasts so lung as the individualized state exists? 

Tlii.s Sutra refutes it and says that even in 
Sushupti this connection exists in a hne or poten- 
tial form. But for this it could not have become 
ananifest in the awakened state. Virile power 
becomes manifest in youth only if it exists in a 
potential condition in the child. So this connec- 
tion with the intellect lasts so long as the indivi- 
dualized state exists. 

ftwr STTSSiW II Vi II . 

There would result perpet- 
ual perception or non-perception limitation 

•of the power of either of tlie two ^ or else 
•otherwise. 

32. Otherwise (i,e. if the intellect or 
mind be not accepted) there would result 
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either perpetual perception or perpetual 

limitation of the 
■ ■ ■ ■ ? of the two {oiz. .the soul or 
the seirses). 


■\Vliat is the necessity of accepting' an internal 
organ (Antalikarana), of niiicli tlie intellect is 
only a mode? TKe Sutra says tliat if it be not 
accepted, tlie senses being always in contact with 
their objects, there would always result perception 
of eyerything, for all the requisites, viz, the soul,, 
(lie senses, and the objects, are ijresent. If, how- 
ever, this he denied, then it would mean that 
knowledge can never result, and nothing would 
ever be Cognized. So the opponent will have to 
accejit the limitation of the power either of the 
.soul or of the senses. Such a thing is not possible 
ill the Atman, which is changeless. Nor can it be 
said that the power of the senses, which is not 
impeded either in the previous moment or in the 
subskxuent moment, is so limited in the middle. 
Hence we have to accept an internal organ 
(Antahkuranu), through whose ' connection and 
diwumncctiou perce.ptiQu' ' and non-perception take 
place. Tlie Sniti also refers to a common experi- 
ence of ours, ‘‘I was absent-minded, I dicT not hear 
it” (Brill. 1. 6.' 3). • Hence there exists an internal 
organ, of wliiclt tlie’ intellect is a mode, and it is 
the connection with this that causes the Atman to 
n])pear as the individualized soul, as explained in 
-Sutra 29. 
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Topic 14: lliG individual soul as agent, 

II II 

. Agent order that the scriptures 

may have a meaning, 

33. (The soul is) an agent, on account 
of scriptural (injunctions) having a mean- 
j ng; on that .ground only. 

• ' The question as regards -the ■ size of the soul 
has been settled. Now another characteristic of 
the soul is taken up for discussion. The. indivi- 
dual soul is an agent, for only on that basis do 
scriptural injunctions like, “He is to sacrifice'^’ 
etc. have a sense. In these the Sruti enjoins 
certain acts to be done by the agent and if the soul 
be not an agent these injunctions would become 
meaningless. 


II II 

On account of the Sruti teaching 
wandering about. 

34. And on account of (the Sruti) 
teaching (its) wandering about. 

“It, taking the organs, moves about as it 
pleases in its own body” (Brih. 3. 1. 18). This 
which describes the wandering of ,thOv>soxil hi 
the dieam state clearly shows that it is an agen4 
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U II 

35. On account of its taking (the 
organs). 

The text quoted in tke last Sutra also shows 
that the soul in dream state takes the organs with 
it, thereby declaring that it is an agent. 

account of mention ^ also in 

respect of action if it were not so 
the reference (would have been) of a different kind. 

36. Also on account of the (the script- 
ures) mentioning (the soul as an agent) with 
respect to action. If it were not so, the 
reference (would have been) of a different 
kind. 

‘ ‘Intellig’ence performs sacrifices, and it also 
performs all acts” (Taitt. 2. 5). Here by ‘intellig- 
ence^ the soul is meant and not the Bnddhi, 
thereby showing that the soul is an agent. If the 
intention of the Sruti were to refer to the Bnddhi 
then it would have used the word not in the 
nominative case, but in the instrumental case, as 
‘by intelligence,^ meaning, through its instru- 
mentality, as it has done elsewhere in similar 
circumstances. Yide K.au. 3, G. 

II II 

As in the case of perception 
(there is) no rule. 
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37. As in the case of perception, (there 
is) no rule (here also). 

All objection is raised that if the soul were a 
free agent, then it would have performed only 
what is beneficial to it, and not both good and bad 
•deeds. This objection is being refuted. Just as 
dhe soul, although it is free, perceives both agree- 
able and disagreeable things, so also it does both 
^ood and bad deeds. There is no rule that it 
should do only what is good aud avoid what is 
had. 

II 11 

38. On account of the reversal of 
power (of the Buddhi, Avhich is inadmis- 
jsible). 

If the Buddhi, which is aii instrument, 
becomes the agent and ceases to function as an 
instrument, we shall have to imagine some other 
.thing as the instrument. Hence the dispute is only 
•as regards terms, for in either case an agent diff- 
terent from the instrument has to he admitted. 

II II 

?l?Tlfw-awrai^On account of the impossibility of 
'Sam&dhi ^ and. 

39. And on account of the impossi- 
bility of Samadhi. 

If the soul is not an agent, then the realization 
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prescribed by texts like, “The Aiuian is to be 
realized-' (Brili. 2. 4. 5), through Samadlii would 
be impossible, It will not be capable of activities, 
like “hearing', reasoning, and meditation” that 
lead to Baniadhi, in which state perfect Knowledge 
dawns. Thei'efore there will be no Liberation for 
llie soul. So it is established that the soul alone is. 
the agent, and not the Buddlii, 

7’.cV>/V h") : The soul is an agent only so long ns it 
u connected with the Upadhis, 

!!fsrr fr^^rasiT ii ii 

W Even as ^ and carpenter is both, 

40. And even as a carpenter is both, 

In the last 8utra the toiiic about the souTs; 
being an agent is established. Koav the question 
is raised whether this agency is its real nature or 
only a superinipo.sition. Idle Kyiiya school holds 
that it is its very nature. This Sutra refutes it 
and says that it is vSUi>erimposed on the soul aird 
not real. Eor the Sruti declares, “ThivS Atman is 
n on-attached” (Brill. 4. 3. 15). Just as a car- 
penter siiffei's when he is bxi.sy working with his. 
lof)ls and is hai)py -when he leaves off. work, so does, 
the Atman suffer when, through its connection with 
the Buddhi etc., it is active, a.s in tbe Avaking and’ 
dream .states, and is bli.ssflil wdien it ceases to be 
an agent, a.s in deep sleep. All scriptural 
injunctions are Avith reference to the conditioned! 
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state of tile. Self. By nature it is inactive, and it 
, beconaes fictivo oi^ly tliroxigli a connection Avitli its 
ITpadlus (adjuncts), tlie mind etc. Tlie objection 
that if tke soul is not an agent by nature, tlie 
»Sruti injunctions will be meaningless, does not 
stand, for these scriptures do uot aim at establisli- 
ing it, but merely refer to an agency already exist- 
ing as a result of ignorance. 

Toinc 16 : Tho soul in its aciimiy is 
dependent on the Lord. 

II II 

From the Supreme Lord 5 but tJiafc 
(agency) so declares the Sruti. 

41 . But (even) that (agency of the* 
soul) is from the Supreme Lord; so declares, 
the Sruti. 

The agency of the soul is also due to the Sup- 
reme Lord. I'he soul does good and had deeds, be- 
ing so directed by the Lord, “lie mates those- 
whom .He will raise do good deeds” (Kau. 3. 8). 
It is through His grace that the soul attains to- 
ll^owledge and becomes free. 

f^STO-31^: Depends on works done ^ but 

on account of the relevancy of 
injunctions and prohibitions etc. . ^ 

. , 42. But (the Lord’s .making the soul 
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'act) depends on works done (by it); (thus 
'Only would) injunctions and prohibitions 
•etc! be relevant. 

This Suti'ii }*efiites a possible doubt that since 
-the Lord makes some persons do. good and others 
.evil, He must be cruel and -Nvliimsical. It says that 
the Lord always directs the soul according to its 
good or bad deeds in previous births. And Sam- 
being without beginning, there will always be 
previous binhs, with actions done in them, for the 
guidance of the Lord. 8o He cannot be accused of 
Ijeing cruel atid whimsical. It is thus alone that 
fho scriptural injunctions and prohibitions can 
liave a]iy meaning; for otherwise the Jiva will 
gain nothing by observing these injunctions. 

This does not however mar the independence 
-of the Lord, though it may be said that since He 
^depends on the aci.s of the soul, He is uot free to 
^lo what He likes; for a Icing who presents or 
punishes His subjects according to their acts does 
31 (it cease to be a sovereign thereby. 

Tapir 17 : da lion of the individual soul to 

Brahman. 

sr'jSt , sTfjjsrr -Errft 

n \\ 

8f?ri Part on aoeonut of difference 

T)cing derliu-ed otherwise ^ and also 
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being Mici’men, knaves, etc. 
read some (SO-kh^bs of the Vedas), 

43. (The soul is) part (of the Lord) on 
account of difierence (between the two) being- 
declared and otherwise also '{i.e. as non- 
different from Brahman) ; for in some 
(SMchas or recensions of the Vedic texts), 
(Brahman) is spoken of as being fishermen,, 
knaves, etc. 

In the last topic it has been shown that the- 
Lord niles the soul. This brings ns to the question 
of the relation between the two. Is it that of 
master and servant, or as between fire and its- 
sparks? The 8utra says that the relation is a.s 
between fire and its sparks, that is, of whole and' 
part. But then, the soul is not actually a part, 
but a part, as it were — an imagined part, for 
Brahman cannot have any parts. Why then 
should it he taken as a part and not identical witli 
the Lord? Because the scriiitures declare a differ- 
ence between them in texts like, ‘ 'Knowing It 
alone one becomes a sage” (Brih. 4. 4. 22), “The 
Atman is to be seen” (Brih. 2. 4. 5). This differ- 
ence, however, is si)oken of from the empirical 
standpoint; from the absolute standpoint they aro 
identical. .The text, “Brahman is the fishermen, 
Brahman the slaves, Brahman these knaves,” 
etc. shows that even such humble persons as these- 
are in reality Brahman. 
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n i) 

.TRfspnf^Ui'om the words of the Alautva ^ also. 

44. Also . from the words of the 
Alantra (it is kiiov/n that the soul is a part 
of the Lord). 

A further reason is given to show that the 
■soul is a y)art of the Lord. ‘‘One foot of it are all 
these beings’" (Ohh. 3. 12. 6) — ^where heings, 
ineluding souJs, are said to he a foot or part of the 
Lord. 

srfq ^ II II 

Also '^ •aiid ^674% it is (so) stated in the Sinrili. 

45. And it is also (so) stated in the 
Smriti. 

“An eternal portion of in 3 ''self having become 
,a living soul” (Gita 15. 7). 

!T5BT?aT%45f TC II 5?^ II 

Like light etc. «T is not like this 
the Supreme Lord. 

46. The Supreme Lord is not (affected 
by pleasure and pain) like this (individual 
soul), even as light etc. (are not affected by 
the shape of the things they touch). 

If the soul is a part of the Lord, the question 
may arise that the Lord also experiences pleasurA 
•and i)ain like the soul, even as a cloth is soiled if 
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its tlireads aie soiled. Tliis Sutra refutes it and 
says tkat tiie Lord does not experience x>l«iasnre and 
pain like tlie sonl, wliicli on accomit of ignorance 
identifies itself ndili tlie body and ]\iind, and tkereby 
partakes of tlieir pleasure and pain. Just as tlie 
liglit of tke sun, wliicii is all-pervading, becomes 
straight or bent by coining in contact with parti- 
cular objects, or as the ether enclosed in a jar 
seems to move when the jar is moved, or as the 
sun appears to tremble when the water in which it 
is reflected trembles, but in reality none of them 
undergoes those changes, so also is the Lord not 
affected by pleasure and pain, which are experi- 
enced by that imagined part of it, the individual 
soul, which is a product of ignorance and is 
limited by the Buddhi etc. 

wtPfr II »'s II 


The Smritis state ^ and. 

47. The Smritis also state (that). 

“Of , the two; the Supreme Self is said to be 
eternal and devoid of qualities. It is not touched 
by the fruits of actions any more than a lotus leaf 
is by water. . . Sinriti texts like this declare 
that the ' Supreme Lord does not experience 
pleasure and pain. The Srutis too do the same. 

' . ’ 3 TgirrT%td .11 • • 

lujunctioiis and prohibitions ' 
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on account of the connection with the body 
2RT like lig;ht etc, 

48. Injunctions and prohibitions (are- 
possible) on account of the connection (of 
the Self) with the body; as in the case of 
light etc. 

Even though the Self is one and indescrib- 
able, and with reference to it there can be no 
injunctions and prohibitions, yet as connected 
with a body, such injunctions and prohibitions are' 
possible. Eire is one; but the fire of the funeral 
pyre is rejected, and that of a sacrifice is accepted.. 
Similar is the case with the Atman, 

II 11 

Non- extension (beyond its own body) 
and there is no confusion (of results of 

actions). 

49. And on account of the non-exten- 
sion (of the soul beyond its own body) there- 
is no confusion (of results of actions). 

An objection is raised that on account of the- 
unity of the Self there would result a confusion of 
the results of actions; that is, everyone would get 
the results of the actions of everyone else. This 
Sutra refutes such a possibility; for an- indivi- 
dualized soul means the connection of the Atman 
with a particular body, mind, etc., and since these- 
are not overlapping, the individual souls are 
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different from eacli otlier. ITence tliere is no suck 
possibility of confusioar. 

II V 11 

A reflection only ^ and. 

50. And (the individual soul is) only 
a reflection (of the Supreme Lord), 

According to Yedanta tlie individual sonl is 
but a reflection, an iiiiagCj of tlie, vStipreme Lord in 
Its ITpadhi (adjunct), the Antalikarana (inner 
organ). So tlie reflections of tlio Lord in different 
Antalikarana 8 are different, even as tbe reflections 
of the sun in different sheets of water are different. 
Therefore juvst as the trembling of a particular 
reflection of tbe sun does not canse tlie other 
reflections to tremble so also the experiencing of 
happiness and misery by a particular diva or 
individualized sonl is not shared by otlier souls. 
Hence there can be no confusion of the resnli.s of 
action. 


ai^arfjPRITrl, II II . .. . 
afSK-sferoa There being no fixity abniit the 
ilnseen principle. . • ■ 

51. There being no fixity about the 
unseen principle ' (the^re would result that 
confusion for- those 7 who believe in many 
souls,, each, alLpervading).. ■ ' 

Thi' Saiikhya^,-' ' tlic' Vaise.shikos and the 
Jraiy^yikas accept' ct'ptaality of vSouls, each of 


n.s. — 18 
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wliicli is all>perva cling. D'ncler siicli circumstances 
tliere cannot but result a confusion of tbe fruits of 
action, for eacli soul is iircsent every wliere, in 
close proximity to -wliatever causes tkose results in 
tile shape of happiness or misery. Nor can this 
confusion be avoided by introducing the Adrishta 
or unseen principle, which is religious merit and 
demerit acquired by the souls. According to the 
S^nkhyas it inheres not in the soul, but in the 
Pradhana, which is common to all souls, and as 
such there is nothing to fix that a particular 
Adrishta operates in a particular soul. According 
to the other two schools the unseen principle is 
created by the conjunction of the soul with the 
mind; and since every sonl is all-pervading and 
therefore equally Connected with all minds, here 
also there is nothing to fi.x that a particular 
Adrishta belongs to a particular soul. Hence that 
confusion of results is inevitable, 

n hr ii 

lu I’csolve etc. biI^ even and 

like this, 

52. And even as regards resolve etc. 
(it wonld be) like this. 

If it be maintained that the resolve etc. one 
makes to achieve something or to avoid something 
will allocate the Adrishta to particular souls, even 
then there will be this confusion. Por resolve etc. 
are also formed by the conjunction of the soul and 
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i']ie mind. Hence tin’ same argument applies lieve 
nlso. 

Suij‘a.s 51-53 refute llie doctrine of tlie 
f^anlclxyas and otlier scliools about tbe phirality ol' 
■souls eacb of Avliicli is all-pervading*. It leads to 
iibsnrdities. 

II 

jfelf^From (difeence of) place 
said fi not so ^FcHTfelf^T^on account of the self being in 
nil bodies. 

53. If it be said (that tbe distinctioh 
of pleasure and pain etc. results) from (the 
diference of) place, (we say) not so, on 
■account of the self being in all bodies. 

The jSTaiyayihas and others try to get over the 
•difficulty shmvn in the previous Sutra thus; 
Though each soul is all-pervading, yet if we take 
its (‘onnection with the mind to take place in that 
part of it which is limited by its body, then sncdi 
a confusion is not likely. Even this cannot stand; 
since every soul is all-pervading and therefore 
j)ermeaies all bodies, and- there is nothing* to fix 
that a particular body beloBg.s to a particular .soul. 
Again there cannot be more ihaii one all-pervading 
entity; if there were, they would limit each other 
and consequently' cease to he all-pervading or 
infinito. Hence there is only one Self anci not 
many. The plurality of selves in Vedanta is' only 
^ product of ignorance and not a reality. 


CirAPl^ER II 


Section iv 

In ilie tliircl section it lias been wsliown that 
etlier and tlie otlier eieinents are produced from- 
Braliniaii, by reconciling’ tlie apparently contra- 
dictory texts of tlie Srutis witli. respect to tlieh- 
origination. In tliis section tlie Sutras take up for 
discussion texts that deal witli tlie origination of 
tbe senses etc. 

Topic 1: The orrjmis are produced from Brahman.. 

sfT'TTT: II ? II 

Likewise tlie organs. 

1. Likewise the organs (are produced 
from Brahman). 

In the scriptures, in those sections wliicli treat 
of the origin of things, we do not find the oi’igiuci- 
tioii-of the organs etc, mentioned. On the other 
hand, there are texts like, “This was indeed iion- 
existeiice in the beginning. They say : 'What 
was non-oxiste'hcb ■ in the beginning ? Those 
Uishis ..... "^Yho are those RishisP The Praiias' 
Morgans). are indeed the. llishis"’ (Sat. Br. G. 1. 1. 
I); ;whicli show that the organs are eternal and -not 
created. . ' . • ; ; 
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Tills Sutra retules tliat -view and says that the 
•organs etc. are produced just like ether etc. from 
Brahman. The wo3*d ‘likewise^ refers not to the 
immediately -preceding toxiic of the last section, 
which is the jdurality of souls, hut to the creation 
•of ether etc. spoken of in the last section, Bruti 
texts directly declare their origination. “From 
that (Self) are jirodnced the vital force, mind, and 
•all the organs’^ (Mn. 2. 1. 3). Therefore the senses 
ni-e created. 

II ^ II 

’iVft Secondary sense ^REpWRl^being impossible. 

2. On account of the impossibility (of* 
explaining the origination in a) secondary 
sense. 

Since there are texts like the (uie liuoted from 
the Sat. Br. whicli speak of the existence of the 
»(U‘gans before (creation, why not explain the texts 
whi(!h descrihe their creation in a secondary sense? 
This Sutra refutes it, foi* a secondary sense would 
lead to the ahandonmeut of the general assertion, 
“By the knowledge of one, everything else is 
known.” Thcj'efore they are xiroduced from Brah- 
man. The reference to the existence of the Pranas 
(organs) before creation in Sat. Br. is concerning 
Hiranyagarblia, which is not resolved in the partial 
dissolution of the wo fid, though all other effects 
are resolved. Even Hiranyagarhha is resolved, 
however, in concrete dissolution (Mahapralaya). 
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n ^ n 

^^Tiiat 5115^^ first being mentioned and. 

3. And because that (the verb denot- 
ing origin) is mentioned .first (in connection 
with the Prdnas). 

The text referred to is: '‘I'roiii that (Self) are 
produced ilie vital force, mind and all the organs,, 
ether, air, water, fire, and earth'’ (Mu. 2. 1. 3). 
Here the word h^roduced’ occurs at the very begin- 
ning of the tilings enumerated, and if it is inter- 
preted in its iiriinary vsense with’ respect to ether 
etc.,- it is all the more to be so intei'imeted witli 
respect to the vital -force, mind, and organs inen- 
iioiied earlier. ‘ Thus a further reason is given i n 
this Sutra to show that the organs etc. have ori- 
ginated from Brahman. 

II ^ II 

Of the organ of speech (etc.) being 

preceded by tlicm (the clemeuts), 

4. On account of the pre-existence of 
that {mz. the elements) (before) the organ of 
speech (etc.). 

‘'For truly, my boy, mind consists of earth,, 
the vital force of water, the vocal organ of fi.re”' 
(Ohh. 6. 5. 4). This text clearly shows that the 
ovgan.s et(!. are products of the elements, which 
in their turn spring from Brahman. Hence they 
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too ar© products of Brakman. Being prodiicts of 
the elements^ they are not separately mentionerl in 
texts dealing with the origin of things. 

Tropic 2; The numhcT of the organs. 



Seven ^1%: being so known (from the script- 
ures) on account of the specification ^ and. 

5. (The organs are) seven (in nnmber), 
because it is so known (from the scriptures) 
and on account of the specification (of those 
seven). 

The nnniher of the organs is ascertained in 
this and the next Sutra. This Sutra, which gives 
the view of the opponent, declares that there arc 
seven organs. “The seven Pranas (organs) spring 
from It” (Mu. 2. 1. 8). These are again specified 
in another text, “Seven indeed are the Pranas 
(organs) in the head” (Taitt. Sam. 5. 1. 7. 1). Ho 
donht in some texts eight or even more organs are 
enumerated, but these are to he explained as 
modifications of the inner organ, and so there is no 
contradiction in the Srnti texts if we take the 
number as seven. 

II ^ II 

Hands etc. 3 but felt being a fact 913! 
therefore not like this. 
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G. But hands etc. (are also referred 
to as sense-organs in scriptural texts). Since 
this is a fact, therefore (it is) not like this 
{i.e. they are not merely seven in number), 

‘But’ refutes tlie view of tlie previous Sutra. 
“The hands are the Orraha (organs)” etc. (Brih. 
•3. 2. 8). Such texts show that the hands etc. are 
additional sense-organs. Therefore to the seven 
■already enumerated, viz. eyes, nose, ears, tongue, 
touch, speech, and inner organ, four others, viz. 
hands, feet, anus, and the organ of generation, 
have to he added. In alL therefore, there arc 
eleven organs. The dilferent modifications of the 
inner organ, riz. mind, intellect, ego, and Ohitta 
(memory), are not separate organs, and therefore 
cannot raise the number beyond eleven, which is 
therefore the number fixed. These are : the five 
organs of knowledge, the five organs of action, 
and the inner organ. 

TojAg o; The arc/ amt are viinute in size. 

II ^ II 

Minute and. 

7 . And (they ' are) minute. 

The organs are minute. ‘Minute’ does not 
:nean atomic, hut fine and- -limited in size. It is 
because they are subtle that they are not seen. If 
they were all-pervadihg, then texts which speak 
of their passiag out of ‘ the bod,y" andrgoing and 
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•coming along with the sotil at death and birth 
•would be contradicted. Moreover, we do not per- 
•ceive through the senses what is happening 
throughout the universe, which would be the case 
ii they were all-pervading. Hence they are all 
.subtle and limited in size. 

Topic 4: The chief Prana {vital forced also 
is created from Brahman. 

11 c n 

The chief PrSbna (vital force) ^ and. 

8. And the chief Priuia (vital force) 
>(is also produced). 

“Prom this (Self) is inoduced the vital force' ^ 
(Mu. 2. 1. 8); again we have, “Hy Its own law It 
.aloiie was moving without wind (the vital force)” 
(’Rig-Yeda 10. 129. 2). Here the words “was 
moving” seem to refer to the function of the vital 
force, and so it must have existed before creation 
and was therefore not created. Hence there 
appears to be a contradiction with respect to its 
origination. This Sutra says that even the vital 
force is produced from Brahman. The words 
“was moving” are qualified by “without wind’’ 
arxd so does not intimate that the vital force 
existed before creation. It only intimates the 
Brahman, the Cause, existed before creation, as is 
hnown from texts like “Existence alone was there 
■before this” (Chh.'G. 2. 1). It is- called the 
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‘cliief’, because it functions before all other 
Pranas and senses, i.e. from tbe very moment the 
cbilcl is conceived, and also on account of its 
superior qualities; “We shall not be able to live 
U’itliout 5 "orP^ (Brill. 6. 1. 13). 

Topic 5 : The chief vital force is different 
from air and sense functions. 

^ II 11 

Not air nor function separately 

gq%f^on account of its being incntioued. r 

9. (The clieif Prana) is neither air 
nor any function (of the organs) on account 
of its being mentioned separately. 

In this Sutra the nature of the chief Prana is 
discussed. The opponent holds that there is no 
separate principle called Prana, but that it is only 
air and nothing else, which exists in the mouth 
as well as outside. The Sruti also says, “That 
vital force is air.’’ Or it may be the combined 
effect of the functions of all the eleven organs. 
Just as u number of birds in a cage, when they 
move, also move the cage, so also the eleven 
organs functioning , together constitute life in the 
body, »So tile resultant of these functions ia 
Prana. This is the view of the Sankhyas. Hence 
there is no separate principle called Prana (vital 
force). 

The Sutra refuies these views and says that 
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Prana is a separate principle, for it is mentioned 
separately from air and the sense functions. 
“The Prana (yital force) indeed is the fourth foot 
of Brahman. That foot shines and warms as the 
light called air” (Ghh. 3. 18. 4), where it is dis- 
tinguished from air. Again, “Prom that (Self)- 
are produced the yital force, mind, and all the 
organs” (Mu. 2. 1. 3), which shows that it is not a 
function of any organ, for in tha.t- case it would 
not haye heen separated from the organs. The 
text,. “The vital force is air,” is also correerfc, 
inasmuch as the ehect is hufe the cause in another 
form and the vital force is air functioning within 
the body (Aclhyatma). The analogy of the birds 
in a cage is not to the point, for they all have the 
same kind of activity, viz. movement, which is 
favourable to the motion of the cage! But the 
functions of the organs are not of one kind, but 
different from one another ; and they are- also of a 
distinct nature from that of the vital force. 
Hence they cannot constitute life. Therefore 
Prana (vital force) is a separate entity. 

II II 

Like eyes etc. g but on 

account of (its) being taught with them and other 
reasons. , 

10. But (Prana is subordinate to the 
soul) like eyes etc. on account o£ (its) being 
taught with them and for other reasons. 
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If tlie force is a separate entity from tlie 

joi'gans, wliicli are subordinate to it, then it, like 
.the soul, must also be iiidepeaident in the body. 
The Sutra refutes this and says that the vital 
force is subordinate fo the >soul, AVhy? Because 
in the conversation of the Pranas which we find 
in the Upaniahads it is mentioned along with the 
sense-organs. Now in such grouping only those 
of a class are grouped together. Ho the vital force, 
like the organs, is suhordinate to the soul. The 
-other reasons referred to in the »Sutra are its being 
-composed of parts, its being insentient, and so on. 

SfqfCOR-Tf^^ If frej;, cwfi: II ?? II 

91^R?n^RT^On account of (its) not being an instru- 
ment and 51 not objection because thus 

(Sruti) teaches. 

11. And on account of (its) not being 
.an instrument (there is) no objection, because 
thus (the scripture) teaches. 

If the vital force, like the organs is also suh- 
►ordinate to the soul, then it must stand in the 
relation of an instrument to the soul like the 
organs. But as there are only eleven functions 
-and as many organs already, there is no room for 
a twelfth organ in the absence of a twelfth sense- 
object. -This Sutra refutes the above objection 
and Saif'S that the vital force is not an instrilment 
■or organ like the eyes etc., for the acceptance of 



2*4.12] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


28 r 


■svliic'.li a twelftli sense-object ’svoukl be necessary;, 
yet it has a txinction in tbe body wliicli no sense- 
organ is oai^abic ol, and that is the npheep of the 
body. In the -text, ‘‘Preserves the unclean nest 
(of a body) with Hie help of the vital force’" 
(Brill. 4. y. 12), the vital force is said to guard the* 
body. Again, “Prom Arhatever limb the Prana 
goes, right there it AAnthers” (Brih. 1. 3. 19); 
“Whatever food one eats through the Prana satis- 
fies these (the organs)” (Brih. 1. 3. 18). All 
these texts shoAv that the function of the vital' 
force (Prana) is the upkeep of the body, unlike* 
those of the organs. 

Kor is this the only function of the vita! 
force. There are others, too, as the next Sutra 
declares. 



PTaving five-fold function like the- 

mind it is taught. 

12. It is taught as having a fivefolct 
function like the mind. 

“I alone diAU cling myself fivefold support 
this body arid 'keep it” (Pr.’ 2. 3). Ph^efold, i.e. 
as Prana, .Apana,* A'^yana,- IJclana, and Ssimana 
each of which has a vspecial function, hr entic- 

ing in, exhaling, functioning ihronghout the- 
body and aiding feats of strength, helping ‘ the* 
soul ‘4o. pass out of tho body, ancl digesting the* 
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food eaten and carrying it to all parts of tlie body. 
In this respect it resembles tbe inner organ, 
wliicli tlioiigli one bas a fonrfold aspect as mind, 
intellect, ego, and Cliitta (memory). 

Topic 6 : The ininiLte^icss of the 'vital force. 

II n n 

ariTi Minnto and. 

13. And it is minute. 

Tbe vital force (Prana) is also minute, subtle, 
.and limited like tbe senses. It may be objected 
that it is all-pervading according to tbe text; 
‘‘Because be is etpial to a gnat, equal to a mos- 
‘quito, equal to an elepbant, equal to these three 
loorlds, equal to this universe^ ” (Brill. 1. 3. 22). 
But tbe all-pervadingness spoken of here is witb 
respect to Hiranyagarbba, tbe cosmic Prana. In 
its universal aspect it is all-pervading; but in 
relation to beings in tbe world, in its individual 
aspect witb wbicb we are concerned bere, it is 
limited. Hence tbe vital force is also limited. 

7^0 pic 7 : ■ The presiding deities of the organs. 

ii ii 

Presiding over by Fire and others 
^ but account of tbe scriptures teacb- 

ing that, 

14. Hut there is the presiding over by 
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Fire and otliers (over the organs), on account 
of the scriptural teaching about that. 

' The dependence or independence of the Prana 

and the organs is taken up for discussion; the 
scriptures say that these are presided over by the 
gods like Fire etc., which direct them. For 
, example, ^'(Fire) having become speech entered 

I the month^^ (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 2. 4). The organs etc., 

being inert, cannot move of themselves. Hence 
they are dependent on the presiding deities. 

II II 

j With the one possessing the Pranas (organs) 

from the scriptures. 

i 15. (The . gods are not the enjoyers, 

I but the soul, because the organs are connect- 

’ ed) with the one {i,e, the soul) possessing 
them, (as is Icnown) from the scriptures. 
This Sutra makes it clear why the soul,, and 
not the gods, is the enjoyer in the body. The 
relation between the soul and the organs is that of 
/ master and servant, so the scriptures declare; 

hence the enjoyment through the organs is of the 
sonl, and not of the gods. ‘‘He who knows, ‘Let 
me smell this/ is the self, the nose is the instru- 
ment of smelling” (Chh. 8. 12. 4). Moreover, 
there are many gods in the body, each inesiding 
■over a particular organ, but there is only one 
enjoyer. Otherwise remembrance would ’ he 
impossible. Hence the senses are for the enjoyment 
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of tlxe soul and not tlie gods tkougli iliey are- 
directed by tliem. 

^ n 11 

Its ^ and account of permanence. 

16 . And on account of its (soul's)* 
permanence (in the body it is the enjoyer, 
and not the gods). 

The soul abides permanently in the body as 
the experience!* since it can he affected by good^^ 
and evil and can experience pleasure and pain. It 
is not reasonable to think that itr.a body which is 
the result of the soul’s past actions, others, c.ry. 
the gods, enjoy. The gods have glorious positions 
and would disdain such -lowly enjoyments as can 
be had through the human body. It is the soul 
that is the enjoyer. Moreover, the connection- 
between the organs and the soul is ’ permanent. 
Vide Sruii text, ^When it departs, the vital force- 
follows; when the vital force' departs, all other 
organs follow” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). The soul is the 
master, and is therefore the enjoyer, in sj>ite of 
the fact that there are presi fling deities over the* 
senses.' , . 

Tfo^yic '8: The organs are indcimident ^ja'in^iples- 
and not modes of the chief Prana:-,. , ■ 

. ^ They .#5[#r ^organs -bpitig so design., 

exc(?pt tho cluef j , • 
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17. They (the othei* pranas) except 
the chief (prana) are organs (and so different 
from the chief prana), on account of (their) 
being so designated (by the scriptures). 

The' question is raised whether the eyes etc, 
are hut modes of the vital force or independent 
entities. The opponent holds the former view 
since the scripture says, “ ‘This is the greatest 
amongst us (the organs). . . . "Well, let us all be 
of his form.^ They all assumed its form. There- 
fore they are called by this name of Txana’ 
(Brih. 1. 5. 21). The Sutra refutes this and says 
that the eleven organs belong to a separate cate- 
gory, and are not modes of the vital force, because 
they are shown to be different in texts like : “From 
Him are born, the vital force, mind, and all 
organs” (Mu. 2. 1. 3), where the vital force and 
the organs are separately mentioned. The text of 
the Brihadaranyalta is to be taken in a secondary 
sense. 


II U II 

18. On account of differentiating 
scriptural texts. 

In Brih. 1. 3. the organs are treated first in 
one section, and after concluding it the vital force 
is treated in a freshi section, which shows that 
they do not belong to the same category. Hence 
also the organs are independent principles, and 
not modes of the vital force. 
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ij mi 

account of characteristic differences 

^ and. 

■ 19. And on account of characteristic 
differences. 

Various differences ■ in their- nature are des- 
-crihed in the scripture. . IFor example, the organa 
do not function in deep .sleep, wherc&s the 'vital 
force does. The organs get tired, hut not the 
vital force. The loss of individual organs does 
not affect life, hut the passing out of the vital 
force ends in the death of the body. The Sruti 
which speaks of the organs being called Pr^na for 
their ha-^ng assumed its fotm is to he taken in a 
;^6condary sense, -meaning that the organs follow 
fh®: vital force even as the servants do their master,- 
The;. vital force is the leader of the organs. There- 
fore the organs are independent principles. 

Topic 0 : The evolution of names and> forms is the 
work of the Lord* and not of the individual soul. 

II }} 

The creation of name and form 3 
hut by Him who does *the tripartite (crea- 

jition) accpunt of scriptural teaching. 

20. But the creati6ri of names and 
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forms is bj Him. . who does the. tripartite 
(creation), for so the scriptures teach.' 

question is raised wlietlier the iu'dividual 
•stMl or 'the Sii,preme‘ Lord fashions gross objects of 
.name and form after the three elements have been 
created by the Lord. In the (jhhandogya G. 2. we 
have the creation of the elements by the Lord. 
The next section says; ‘‘That Deity thought, 
‘Well, let. me now enter those three deities (fire, 
-earth, and ’wate.r) as (lit. through) this living’ se.'Lf 
(^iva) and reveal names and forms’ ” (Chh. G. 8. 
2).. On the basis, of this text the opponent holds 
thqt the fashioning of names and forms, that isj. 
t^e creation of the gross world after the elements 
have been created, belongs to Ihe individual soul 
.and not to the Lord. This Sntra i-efutes it and 
says that the word ‘diva’ in the text is syntacti- 
(?al]y related with .‘entrance’, and not with the 
revealing of names and forms. Tlie individual 
.soul l^s not the power to create the gross world. 
Moreover, the next sentence of that passage, 
“Then that Deity having said, ‘Let me make each 
-of .these three (elements) tripartite’ ” et(5. (Chh. 
<G^ 3. 3)., clearly shows tliat the Sui^reine Lord 
.alone reveals n^unes and forms, and creates the 
gross -.elemenis and this world. Hoav then is the 
production of pots etc. hy a potter to lie 
-explained? Thei’e also the Lord is the ipner 
director: It is the Lord who ‘ i*esides in every- 
Tthing afi'd directs iOae whole creation: 
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Ftesk etc. ^ are effects of earth 2T«n 
according to the scriptures of the other two ^ 

also. 


21. Elesh etc. ‘ result from earth, 
according to the scriptures. So also as regards 
the other two (mz, fire and water). 

Tripartite earth, when assimilated hy man,- 
forms flesh etc. “The earth (food) when eaten 
becomes threefold, ... its middle portion becomes^ 
flesh, and its finest portion mind” (Chh. 6. 5. 1). 
So also we have to understand the effects of the* 
other two elements according to the scriptures. 
Water produces, blood. Prana, etc,, and fire pro- 
duces bone, marrow and the organ of speech. 


ifaKWiK; II II 

account of the preponderance 5 1^^* 
that special name. 

22. But on account of the prepondt^r- 
ance (of a particular element in them the 
gross elements) are so named (after it). 

An objection is raised, if all the ,gross 
elements contain the three fine elements, 
then why such distinctions as “This is water, 
“This is earth,” “This is fire”? The Sutra 
refutes this objection saying that as the fine 
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elements are not found in equal proportion in each, 
of the gross elements, they are named after that 
fine element which preponderates in their consti- 
tution. The repetition of ''that special name’’ is 
to show that the chapter ends here. 


CHAPTEB III 


BeGTIOIs' I 

In tlie second cliapter iill objections based on 
tbe Srnti and reasoning against tlie Yedantic Tie-w 
liaTe been refuted. It bas been sbo-^v]! that all 
other views are. incorrect, and that tbe so-called’ 
scriptural contradictions do not exist with respect 
to tbe Yedaiihc view. Eurtlier, it bas been sbown 
that all entities different from tbe sonl (like' 
Prana etc.) spring ' from Brabman and for- 
tbe enjoyment of tbe sonl. In this cbapter’ 
tbe soul’s travels’ to tbe different regions accom- 
panied %■ those adjuncts are discussed to‘ produce* 
a spirit of dispassiou. 

Topic 1: The snvl, when pasnug out of the hodjj 
at deaths is eivveloped with fine particles of 
the gross elements. 

1 1 ? II 

AVitli a view to obtaining a frealv 
body goes enveloped (with subtle parts 

of tbe elements) (so it is known) from 

the question and answer. ' 

1. (The soul) goes (out of the hodjj 
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enveloped (with subtle parts of the element^ 
with a view to obtaining a fresh body ; (so it 
is known) from the. question and answer 
(in the scripture) . ‘ ■ 

The Sutra discusses wlietlier hi transmigratioii 
the soul takes with it subtle parts of the gross 
elemeuts as the seed, as it were, for -the future 
body. The opponent holds that it does not take- 
them, for it is useless, because the elements are 
easily available everywhere. Moreover, in the 
absence of a definite opinion to the contrary in the 
scriptures, we have to understand that the soul 
does not take subtle parts of the elements with it. 
This Sutra refutes that view and says that the 
soul does take with it subtle parts of the elements; 
that this is a fact is Icnown from the question and! 
answer that occurs in the scriptures. “Do you 
know why in the fifth oblation water is called 
man?” (Chh. 5. 3. 3). This is the question, and 
the answer is given in the whole passage which, 
after explaining how the five oblations in the 
form, of Sraddha (liquid oblations in subtle form). 
Soma, rain, food, and seed are offered in the five 
‘fires' {i.e. objects imagined to be fires for the sake 
of TJpasana) — ^the heavens, Parjanya (rain-god), 
earth, man, and woman — ends, “Por this reason is 
water in the fifth oblation- called man.” From 
this we understand that the soul goes enveloped 
’wdth water (same as >Sraddha). Moreover, though 
the elements are available everywhere, yet the 
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rseecls for a future body are not so easily available. 
Again the adjuncts of tbe individual soul, mz, the 
organs etc. which go with it (Vide Brih. 4. 4. 2) 
cannot accoini^any it unless there is a material 
basis. 

II 1 

On account of (water) consisting of 
three elements g l^^t ^^^I^^on account of the pre* 
ponderance (of water). 

2. On account of (water) consisting of 
three elements (the soul goes enveloped by 
all these elements and not merely water)'; 
but (water alone is mentioned in the text) 
on account of its preponderance (in the 
human body). 

An objection is raised that the text mentions 
only water, and not the other elements as accom- 
panying the soul. The Sutra says fhat in water 
are found the other two elements also according to 
the tripartite creation of the gross elements. 
Hence all the three elements accompany the soul. 
The mention of water is indicatory and includes 
all the elements. With mere water no’ body can 
be formed. But as the watery portion in the body 
is preponder aut, water only is mentioned in the 
text. 

II ^ II 

SPPRl! Because of the going of the sense-organs 
and. 
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3, And because of the going of the 
organs (with the soul, the elements also 
accompany the soul). 

“When it departs, the vital fbrce follows* 
When the vital force departs, all the organs 
follow^’ (Brih. 4. 4. 2). Since the organs go with 
the soul, they must have a material base; hence 
also it is inferred that water and other elements 
follow the soul, thus forming a basis for the 
organs. 

?r, ii ti 

Entering into fire etc. from the 
•scriptures ^ '^if it • be said ^ not so on 

account of its being so said in a secondary sense. 

^ 4. If it be said (that the organs do 
not follow the soul), for the scriptures 
declare their entering into fire etc., (we say) 
not so, on account of its being so said in a 
secondary sense. 

‘^When the vocal organ of a man who dies is 
merged in the fire, the nose in the air,” etc. (Brih. 
3. 2. 13). This text shows that at the time of 
death the organs are resolved into their presiding 
deities, and hence it cannot he said that they 
•accompany the soul. This Sutra refutes that view 
and says that such interpretations would go against 
many texts which declare that they do accompany 
ihe soul, as, for example: “When it departs, the 
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Yita] force follows; Vliea flie vital force departs^ 
nil file organs follow'' (Brih. 4. 4. 2). Hence tKe 
text <*.ited must be interpreted in a secondary ,sens^ 
like tlie words, ^‘Tlie liair on tire body in the 
herbs" (Brih. 3. 2.. 13). 

vr, fTT iiA it; 

In the first of the oblations ^l^qon^not being’ 
mentioned ^ ^^if it be said «T not so rfF* ^ that- 
only (■?.(?. water) f|; because ^'Tf! • on account of the* 
a])propriateneSwS. 

5. If it be objected on account of 
(watex) not being mentioned in 'the first of 
the oblations, (we say) not so,- bebhuse that 
(mz. water) only (is meant by .the word 
‘Sraddh^') on account • of the appropriate- 
ness (of such an interpretation). 

An objection is raised that as there is no inen*- 
tion of water in the first oblation: “On that altar 
the gods offer Sraddh^ as oblation" (Chh. 5. 4. .2), 
but only Sraddha (faith) is mentioned,' to substi- 
tnte water for Sraddha will be arbitrary. So hoV 
can it be ascertained’ “that in the fifth oblation 
water is called man"? The Sutra says that by 
hSraddha' water is meant, for in that case alone 
syntactical unity of the whole passage remains 
undisturbed. Otherwise the question and answer 
would not agree'. Moreover, faith (SraddhUV, 
which- is a; .mentaj attribute, cannot be: offered ■&.& 
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an oblation. TYatei’ is also called’ Sraddhji.iiL tlie- 
Sruti texts: ‘SSraddlia indeed is water’’ (Taitt’. 
Sam. 1. 6. 8. 1). . . : 


H, ^gfe T R nri n:^ ii 

On. account of not being mentioned in 
the Sruti- ^ %^if it be said *T not so '^iI^RTO, the 
.performers of sacrifices etc. ,51^: beitig' understood. 

• 6. If it be said that oh account of (the" 

soul) not being mentioned in the text (the^ 
soul does not depart enveloped' with water 
etc.), (we say) not so, for it is understood’ 
(from the scriptures) that the Jivas who- 
.perform sacrifices etc. (alone go to heaven), 
An objection is raised that in the Chh&ndogyii 
•text cited (5. 3. 3), there vis mention of water only- 
hut no reference to the soul; and it is explained 
how this water becomes man. So how can it he- 
.taken that the soul departs enveloped with wmter- 
and then is horn again as man? This Sutra refutes- 
it and says that if we examine all the scriptural 
texts like, ‘‘.But they who being in the village- 
practise 8acrifi.ces and works of ijublio utility and 
.give- alms, go to the (deity of) smoke , . . to the 
moon” (Ohh. 5. 10. 3-4), which describe the- 

journey to the moon, we fi.nd that only the Jivas 
whd .perfoimi such good acts go to heaven, and that 
in so doing they go enveloped with water, which 
is supplied by the mfelterials like <nmls etc. that* 
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:are offered as oblations in sacrifices; these assume 
.a subtle form called Apurva and attach themselves 
to the sacrifice!*. 

srRi^4TRiT^rrt , ^«rT w^n 

In a secondary sensb ^ but on 

account of their (souls) not knowing the Self so 
.it because (Sruti) declares. 

7. But (the souls’ being the food of 
d:he gods in heaven is used) in a secondary 
‘.sense, on account of their not knowing the 
Self; because (the Sruti) declares like that. 

Ill the scriptures it is stated that those who 
'go to heaven become the food of the gods; so how 
could they be enjoying the fruits of their good 
.actions in heaven? “That is Soma, the king. 
He is the food of the gods. They eat him’^ (Ghh. 
>5. 10. 4). This Sutra says that the word ‘food^ is 
used not in a primary sense, but metaphorically, 
meaning an object of enjoyment. Otherwise, if 
dhis is the fate of souls who go to heaven, texts 
like, “Those who want to go to heaven shall 
perform saciifices” are meaningless. Therefore 
what the text means is that they are objects of 
'■enjoyment to the gods even as wives, children, and 
■cattle are to men. '.Chus the Tivas, while giving 
^enjoyment to the gods, are happy, and rejoice 
with them in their turn. That they are objects of 
•enjoyment to the gods is known from texts like : 
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‘"Wliile Ke wlio worsliips auotlier deity . . , He- 
is like a beast to tbe gods. And as many beasts- 
serve a man. so does every man serve tbe gods’ 
(Biih. 1. 4. 10). 

Tiierefore it is decided tbat tbe soul goes 
enveloped with subtle parts of tbe elements wben 
it goes to other spberes for enjoying tbe fruits of 
its good Karma. 

Ty&pic 2; The souls descending front lieauen have 
a residual Karma, lohich determines their birth. 

^ iKii 

On tbe exhaustion of (good) w<?rk 
possessed of residual Karma as is known 

from the Sruti and Smriti as (it) went 

differently ^ and. 

8. On the exhaustion of (good) work 
(the soul) with the residual Karina (descends 
to this earth, as is known frorn the Sruti 
and Smriti, along the path (it) went by 
(from here) and differently too. 

A fresb topic is taken up for discussion — tbe- 
descent of tbe soul from heaven. Tbe question is 
raised whether it descends with any residual 
Karma or not. Tbe opponent bolds tbat there is 
no residual Karma, for Sruti says: * ‘Having- 
dwelt there till their work is consumed, they 
return again tbe way they went by” etc. (Obb. 5. 
10. 5), which means tbaf all their Karma is 
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exliau.stecl aiid there is iiotliing’ left. Moreover, 
if is reasonable to tbinlc that Xarm-A cloiie in one 
.life (as man) is worked out in tb6 next as god. 

Tile Sutra, refuting this view, says that what 
is exhausted in heaven is only that 'Karma which 
gave the soul a birth as god in heaven, but on the 
■ exhaustion of this Karma the remaining* Karma, 
good and bad, brings it back to earth. Otherwise it 
is difficult .to explain the happiness or misery of a- 
..new-born child. Neither is it pgssible that in one 
.life the entire Karma of the previous life is worked 
tnit.' Tor a man mighi, have done' both good work 
.like sacrifips, as ■ a result of which • he is 
born as a god, and bad work, which ' can 
-be worked out in an animal . body; and 
-the working out of both kinds of Karma simultane- 
ously in one birth is impossible. So though by the 
enjoyment, of heaven tbe .result of good work like 
sacrifices etc. is exhausted, there are other Karinas 
.in store according to which a man is born again in 
.good or bad environments. The Sruti says, 
■'‘Those Avhose conduct has been good will quickly 
Attain some good birth' ’ etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 7). The 
Smriti also says, “With the remainder of their 
Karma they are born in a noteworthy place, caste, 
and family, with becoming appearance, longevity, 
knowledge, wealth, happiness, and intellect/’ So 
The soul is born with residual Karma. By what 
way does 'it descend? Tollowing the same way that 
dt went by, but wifh sonj.e difference. That they 
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Mlow tlie Haiiie way as tliey went by, is under- 
stood from tbe mention of smoke and etber in tbe 
patk, (Vide Chli. 5. 10. 5), and tliat tkere is some 
•difference too is known from the fact tbat the text 
omits nig*bt etc. (Vide. Clik. 5. 10, 3),; but.^anist 
etc. are mentioned (Aade Ckli. 5. 10. 6), . 

; sRiwif- 

11 <*. II 

account of conduct ^ %^if it bo said 
n 't so to denote indirectly ^ thus 

(the sage) Ks^rshn^jini (thinks). 

,9. If it be said that on account of 
conduct (the assumption of residual Karma 
is not necessary for a re-birth on earth), (-we 
say) not so, (for the word ‘conduct’ is used) 
to denote indirectly (the remaining Karma). 

(thinks) K^rshnajini. 

In the text cited (Chh. 5. 10. 7) the Sriiti says 
those of ‘good conduct’ get a good birth. Kow 
conduct is one thing, and residual Karma quite, 
another thing, even according to the Sruti (Vide 
Brih. 4. 4. 5). Since the Sruti does. no>t mention 
residual Karma, the soul is not born with any 
Karma, conduct alone being the cause of good 
birth. This is the main objection. This the Butra 
refutes and says that ‘conduct’ here i's used .to 
denote' good 'Karma. It is a case of Ajahat 
Ltohahd, conduct standing for karma which is 
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dependent on good conduct. This is the view o£ 
the sage K&rshnajini. 

'tfl,, ST, ?o II 

Irrelevancy ^ it it he said ^ not so 
cT^tf^c^on account of dependence on that. 

10, If it be said (by sucli interpreta- 
tion of the word ‘conduct’ good conduct 
would become) purposeless, (we say) not so, 
on account of (Karma) being dependent on 
that (good conduct). 

An objection is raised that if the word ‘con- 
duct’ he interpreted indirectly to mean ‘residual 
Karma’, leaving its direct meaning, then good con- 
duct would he purposeless in man’s life, as it haa 
no result of its own, not being a cause of the quali- 
ty of the new birth. The Sutra denies this on the 
ground that only those who are of good conduct 
are expected to perform Vedic sacrifices. “Him 
who is devoid of good conduct the Vedas do not 
purify.” Thus good coucluct is au aid to Karma 
and therefore has a purpose. So it is the view of 
K^rshnajini that it is Karma and not conduct 
that is the caitse of the new birth. 

51515^ 1 II ? ni 

Good and evil work merely ^ thus 
g but Bflidari. 

11. But (conduct) is merely good antt 
evil work: thus (the sage) BMari (thinks.)* 
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Tliis Sutra says that as a matter of fact there 
is no differenc'e between conduct and Karma in 
common parlance, for people say of a person who 
performs sacrifices etc. “That man practises right- 
eousness,^^ showing thereby that ^conduct' is used 
in the general sense of action. Thus ‘men of good 
conduct^ means those whose actions (Karma) are 
praiseworthy. 

Therefore it is settled that those who go to 
heaven performing sacrifices have residual Karma- 
as the cause of a new birth on earth. 

To'pic 3: The fate after death of those souls whose 
actious do not entitle them to go to the lunar world. 




infill 

E those who do not perform sacri** 
fices etc. aiR even ^ also is declared by the 
Srixti. 


12, The Sruti declares (the going to 
the lunar world etc.) also of even tnose who 
do not perform sacrifices etc. 

Now the question of those who do not per- 
form sacrifices etc. is talcen up for discussion. The 
opponent holds that even they go to heaven, though 
they may not enjoy there like the performers of 
sacrifices etc,, because they too require the fifth 
oblation for a new birth, and also because the 
scriptures directly say that all go to heaven: “All 


B.s. — 20 



508 BRAHMA^SUTRAS 13.1.14 


wko’ depart from this world g'o to the moon’^ (Ka\i. 

1 . 2 ). 






II II 


In the ab^de of Yama g but having 

experionoed others (than the performefs of 

sacrifi'^pfl etc.) the ascent and descent 

^W?I.such a passage being declared by the 

Sruti. 

13. But of others (i.e. those who have 
not performed sacrifices etc.) the ascent is 
to the abode of Yama, and after having 
experienced (the result of their evil works) 
the descent (to the earth again takes place). 
’On account of sncb a passage (for the evLh 
doer) being declared by the Sruti. 

This Sutra refutes the view of the last Sutra 
•and says that evil-doers go not to heaven, but to 
the world of Yama, where they suffer and then 
■descend again to earth. “The hereafter never 
rises before an ignorant iierson . . . thus he falls 
again and again under iny sway” '(Kath. 1. 2. 6). 
The ascent to the moon is only for the enjoyment 
•of the fruits of. good works and not for any other 
purpose; so the evil-doers do not go there. 

II II 

Wl^ The Smritis declare ■?[ also. 
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‘L. 14. The SBiritis also declare (thus). 

MaJUi aiiH otliej's say lliat llie ovil-doe-rs go to' 
<Iie]l and sirftVr iiiere. 

TO 11 11 

> -B^fq ^ Moi*(3ovoi’ BTT rfcivon. 

{. 15. Moreover there are seven (hells). 

Tlioi'e aj*6^ seven Ire] Is mentioned in the Pura- 
•luis, io wliieli the evil-doers are (*ast to expiate 
ilixh'i* sins through suffering. 

llicro oven ^ and aoeonnt of 

his e.ontrol there is no e.oritradietion. 

, ' • 10.' And on account of his (Yama’s) 
control even there (in those hells), there is 
no contradiction. 

An ohjeetion is raised tlnit since according tf) 
ilu* Sruii the evil-doers suffei* at the hands ot Yaiua 
how is this ])os.sil)]e in tin? hell called RniiraYa, 
where ('liitragnpla is the juYsiding deity? The 
'Sutra says that there is no eontradictiorij as 
^Ohitragupta is directed by Yania. 

ii ii 

0£ knowledge and work ^ thus g but 
on account of their being tire Bubjeet under 
disonssion. 

17. But (the reference is to the two 
-.roads) of knowledge and work ; ’ thus (wc 
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have to lUiderstaiid) on account of their 
being the subject under discussion. 

'‘ISTow those wlio go alono* neither Of these 
ways become those tiny, continually rotating 
creatures of which it may he said, ‘Be horn and 
die.’ This is the third place. That is why that 
world (heaven) never becomes full” (Ghh. 5. 10. 8> 
The two ways mentioned in this text we have to 
take as referring to those of knowledge and work, 
on acconni} of these being the subject under dis- 
cnssion. JGiowledg’e and work are the means to 
go along the Bevayaiia, and Pitriyana routes. Por 
those who are not entitled to go throitgh knowledge 
along the Devayana, the rotite leading to the gods, 
or through sacrifices etc. to the Pitriyana, the ronte 
leading to the fathers, the Sruti declares a third 
place, distinct from the Brahmaloka and the Chan- 
draloka. That the evil-doers, who form a vseparate 
group, go to this third place, and not to heaven, 
is made all the more explicit by the words, “That 
is why that world (heaven) never becomes full”’ 
('Ohh. 5. 10. 8). The word ‘but’ refutes a possi- 
ble doubt arising from a text belonging to another 
S^kha; vide Kan. 1.2. So the Kausliitaki text 
which says that all go to the vSphere of the moon, 
means all those who have performed good Karma of 
whatever kind, and does not include evil-doers. 

^ n II 

Kot ^f^in the third g[«n so it being seeju 




BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


311 


18. (The specification about five 
oblations does) not (apply) to the third 
(place), for so it is seen (from the scrip- 
tures), 

It lias been said in Clili. 5. 3. d, wliiek is (jLUot- 
■ed in ilie first Sutra of this section, that the Jiva 
iittains a new birth, after five oblations. So at 
least for getting a new body tlie evil-doer will have 
to go to the moon, to complete the five oblations 
tliat cause the new birth. I’liis Sutra says that the 
lule, about the five oblations does not apply in the 
tease of evil-doers, for they are hoin irrespective of 
the oblations, because the Sniti says, ‘Be born 
uuid die.’ This is the third plai-e.” That rule, 
sipplies only to the iierformevs of sacrifices etc. 

^ II ?«. II 

Arc i‘OCOL'<le(l also ^ aiitl iu tke 

world. 

19. And moreover (cases of birth 
without the completion of the five oblations) 
ure recorded in the world. 

A further argument is given to show that the 
five oblations are not absolutely nec'essary for a 
future birth, and hence the evil-doers need not 
go to heaven just for conf owning to this rule. For 
in (‘ases like that of Drona, who had no mother, 
nnd of Dhrishtadyumna, who had neither father nor 
moiher, the last two oblations respectively were 
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'absent. lienee tlie laile about tbe five oblations is. 
not luuversal, bnt applies only io .those, wlio per- 
-form sacrifices; ; 

11 Ko II 

account of observatioji ^ also. 

20. Also on account of observation. 

That tins rale about the five oblations is not 

universal is also seen from tlie fact that of tlie fonv 
kinds of life^ viviparous, oviparous, life springing- 
from moisture, and plant life, the last two are born 
Avitliout any mating and consequently there is not 
the fifth oblation in their case. 

IiicUision in the third term' 
of that which springs from moisture. 

21. The third term {i.e. plant life> 
includes tha.t which springs from moisture* 

There* are four kinds of organic beings as des- 
cribed in the last vSntra. But the OhhCmdogya 
TJpauisliad G. 3. 1 mentions only three kinds. This. 
Sutra says that it luake.s no difference for that 
which sjnings from moisture is included in plant 
life (TJdbliid), since they both germinate, one from 
the earth and the other from water etc. 

Hence it is a settled fact that the evil-doers 
do not go to heaven but only those who perform 
sacrifices. 


/ 
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Topic 4: The soul in its descent from the moon does 
not become identified with ether etc, hut attains- 
similarity of nature. 

li II 

Attainment of a similarity of 
nature with them : being reasonable. 

22. (The soul when descending from 
Chandraloka) attains similarity of nature 
with them {i.e. with ether, air, etc.), (that 
alone) being reasonable. 

It has been said that the righteous who des- 
eend from the moon, descend by the same path as- 
they ascended by, but with some diherences. “They 
return again that way as ihey came by, to tho 
ether, from the ether to the air; the sacrificer hav- 
ing become air, becomes smohe,” etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 
o). ‘ Now the question is whether the souls of 
such persons actually attain identity with ether, 
smoke, etc., or only attain a similar nature. The 
Sutra says that the souls do not attain identity with 
them, for it is impossible. A thing cannot become 
another of a different nature. What the text 
ineans, therefore, is that it attains similarity of 
nature — ^becomes like ether, air, etc. The soul 
assumes a subtle form like ether, comes under the 
influence of air and is connected with smoke, etc. 
Therefore similarity of nature and not identity 
meant. ./ . 
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Topic 0 : The entire descent of the soul takes 
only a short time. 

II 

fl Not in very long time on 

account of the special declaration. 

23. (The soul's descent from the moon 
through the various stages up to the earth 
takes) not very long time, on account of a 
special declaration (of the Srutis with 
respect to the stages after that as taking 
time). 

The (luestioii is raised whether the descendmo' 
soul, when it attains similarity of nature .with 
ether, air, etc., remains in those stages pretty 
long, or attains the next stages quickly one after 
another. This Sutra says that it passes through 
them ‘quiekly. “Then he is horn as rice and corn, 
herbs and trees, sesamum and beans. Troin 
thence the escape is beset with many more diffi- 
culties’’ (Chh. 5. 10. G). Thus the stages after 
coming down on earth through rain the Sruti 
particularly characterizes as hard to escape from, 
thereby hinting that the escape from the earlier 
stages is easy and attained quickly. 

Topic 6: When the souls enter into plants etc. 
they only got connected with them and do not 
participate in their life. 

3Tf5i®T^ii II 

luto wliat is iMilecl by another 
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as in the previon s casos for so the Briiti 

states. 

24- (The descending soul enters) into 
what is ruled by another (Jiva or soul) as 
in the previous cases {ciz. becoming ether 
etc.) ; for so the Sruti states. 

A view is put forward that the souths passage 
through the stages of corn etc. is not a mere con- 
nection with them, as in the earlier stages with 
ether etc., hut tliat it is actually born in the form 
of corn et(j. Tor ihe Sruti says, “Then he is horn 
as rice’* etc. (Chh. 5. it). fJ). It also seems 
reasonable that those who fall from heaven after 
•having exhausted their good deeds slumld be. 
born as herbs, i)lants, etc-., owing to their bud 
TIarma such as the killing of animals that 
remains. So the word ‘born’ is to be taken 
literally. The Sutra refutes this view and says 
that the word ‘born’ inii)lies mere connection with 
oorn, herbs, etc., which are animated, by other 
souls actually born as such. Tor in these stages 
there is no reference to their Karma, evcm as in 
the earlier stages of ether etc. They enter these 
plants etc. independently of their Karma, and 
while there, they do not experience the fruits at 
all. Where birth in the primary sense takes 
.pla(‘e and experience of the fruits of action begins, 
it is made clear by a reference to Karma, as in, 
■“Those whose conduct has been good will quickly 
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attain a good lurtli’’ (Olili. 5. 10. 7). Tlieroforo 
the cle.seending souls only dwell, as it were, in 
Xjlants etc. animated by other soiils till they get 
the opportunity for a. new birth. 

3fa«fi(Rl' %[, , 5T, 

Unholy 5^1 it be said not so 
on, account of scriptural authority. 

25. If it be said (that sacrifices, .which, 
entail the killing of animals etc.) are unholy, 
(we say) not so, on account of scriptural 
authority. 

This Sutra refutes the point raised hy the- 
opponent in the previous Sutra that the descejid- 
ing soul is enveloped by its bad Karma such as. 
the killing of animals in sacrifices and so is born 
as herbs etc. The killing of animals etc. in 
sacrifices does not entail any had Karma for the- 
person, for it is sanctioned by the scriptures. 

II u 

Connection with one who iierforms 
the act of generation 31^ then. 

26. Then (the soul gets) connected', 
with him who performs the act of genera- 
tion. 

“For whoever eats food and performs the ack 
of generation, (the soul) becomes one with him” 
(Chh. 5. 10. 6). Here the sours becoming- 
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literally identical with the i^erson is impossible,, 
and we have to tinderstaiid that it gets connected 
with him. This further proves that the sonTs- 
becoming plants etc. in the immediately preced- 
ing stages is also mere coimection with them and 
not actual birth as such. 

II 

41^: Prom the womb body. 

27. From the womb a (new) body 
(results). 

Finally the actual birth of the so\il is referred 
to in this Sntra. Till now it was only a connec- 
tion with the .successive stages, but now through 
its connection with a person performing the act of 
generation the soul enters the woman and there 
gets a new body fit for experiencing the results ofc 
iis past residual Karma. 


OHAPTEE III 


■ Section ii 

In ilie last section tlie passage of the sonl to 
■fliherent splieres and its return have been, 
•explained. There are people who get disgusted 
with Karina or sacrifices leading to such a fate of 
The soul and become dispassionate. In order to 
.inahe them grasp the true import of the Mahfi- 
vakyas or the great Vedic dicta, this section sets 
itself to elucidate the true nature of ^That’ and 
‘thou’ contained in the Mahavakya, ^^That thou 
art.”. In the last section the waking state of the 
soul (the Thou’) has been fully described. Now 
its dream state is taken up for discussion, to sbow 
that the soul is self-luminous. In this way the 
three states of the soul, viz. waking, dream, and 
deep sleep, will be shown to he merely illusory, 

■ and thus the consecpient identity of the Jiva and 
Brahman will be established. 

Topic 1: The soul in the dream state. 

fl; II m 

In the intermediate stage (between waking 
•.and deep sleep, i.e. in the dream state.) (there 
is real) creation (Srnti) says so f? because. 
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1. In the intermediate stage (between 
waking and deep sleep, there is a real) crea- 
tion, because (the Bruti) says so. 

Tlie question is raised wliether the creation 
which one experiences in the dream state is as- 
real as this world of ours, or merely Maya, false, 
as compared with this waking world. This Sutra, 
which gives the view of the opponent, holds that 
it is just as real, for the Sruti declares, ‘The re- 
are no chariots, nor horses to be yoked to them, 
nor roads there, but he himself creates the 
chariots, horses, and roads. !For he is the agent”' 
(Brih. 4. 3. 10). Moreover, we do not find any 
difference between the experience of the waking 
state and that of the dream state. A meal taken 
in dream has the effect of giving , satisfaction even 
as in the waking state. Therefore the creation of 
the dream state is real and springs from the Levrd' 
Himself, even as He creates ether etc. ■ 

ii ^ ii 

Creator ^ and some (the followers cd 
particular S^kha<s of the Vedas) 3^1^^ sons etc. 
and. 

2. And some (Saklias or recensions)' 
(^Kstate the Self or the Supreme Lord to be) 
the creator (of objects of desires while we 
are asleep) and (objects of desires there* 
stand for) sons etc. 
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A further arg-uiiieiit is given by the opiioueut 
that the creation even in dreajns is by the Lord 
Himself. “He who is awake in ns shaping objects 
■of desire wliile ■ we are asleex? . • . that is 
Brahman'” (Kath. 2. 5. 8). Sons etc. are the 
objects of desire that He creates. So, .as ijr thjj 
■case of the waking state, even in dreams the Lor4 
Hiniself- creates, and hence the world of dreams is 
-also real. Therefore the dream wpidd is not false 
but real like this Yyaveh^rika (phenomenal) 
world of ours. 

II ^ a 

Mm*e illusion g but in to to 

accowiit of its nature not being 

‘manifest. 

3. But (the dream world is) mere illu- 
xsiou, on account of its nature not being 
manifest with the totality (of attributes of 
the waking state). 

‘But’ discards the view expressed by the tivo 
previous Sutras. The nature of the dream world 
dbes not agree' in tbio with that of the waking 
world with respect to time, jilace, cause, and non- 
contradiction, and as such that world is not real 
|ike the waking world. There can .be no appro- 
priate time, jdace or cause in the dream state. 
Inside tlie body, there is not enough spate for 
-objects like chariots, horses, etc., . and' in a dream 
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tile soul does no't leave Uie body ; I'ov if it did, tlien 
•one wlio dreams of having gone to Anierioa would 
diiid himself there on wahing’ while he went to 
sleep in India. Nor is the midnight proper time 
for an eclii)se of the sun seen in a dream, nor can 
we coiK'eive a ehihVs getting children in a dream 
to be real. Moreovei', even in dreams we see 
•objects seen being transformed, as for example, 
when we see a tree tnrn into a monntain. “He 
him.stdf creates the chariots etc.’’ (Brih. 4. 3. 10), 
■only means that objects which have no reality 
nppear to exist in dreams just as silver does in a 
niother-of-xmarl. The argument that the dream 
world is real because it is also a creation of the 
.•Supreme Lord, like this waking world, is not true, 
for the dream world is not the creation of tlie Lord 
blit of (he individual soul. “When he dreams 
. . . himself puts the body aside and himself 
creates (a dream body in its place)” (Brih. 4. 3. 
D), This text (dearly proves that it is the Jiva 
that creates in dreams and not the Lord. 

ft: efe: II « II 

^0^*. Omen ^ but for from the Srnti 
say ^ also experts in dream-reading. 

4. But (though the dream-world is an 
illusion) yet it serves as an omen, for (so we 
find) in the Sruti, (and) expert dream-readers 
also say (thus). 

Lest it be thought that because the dreani^ 
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world is an illusion, even the results indicated b;v 
dreams are to he so regarded, this Sutra says that 
these dreams are yet capable of forecasting events 
or good and bad fortune. The thing indicated by 
these dreams is real, tlioiigh the dreams themselves 
are unreal, even as the appearance of silver in a 
mother-of-pearl, though fahse, produces joy in ns^ 
wliieli is real. The Sruti also says so: “If in 
this dream he sees a woman, let him know this to 
he a sign that his sacrifice has succeeded” (Ohh. 
6. 2. S). 

TtrfiiaTTTlT^g 

II ^ II 

meditation on tlio Snin-cme Lord 
5 but fh?!feH,that which is covored (by ignorance) 
from Him (the Lord) ft for 31^ of the soul 
bondage and its opposite, i.c. freedom. 

5. But by meditation on the Supreme 
Loiy], that which is covered (by ignorance, 
viz., the similarity of the Lord and soul., 
becomes manifest); for from Him (the 
Lord) are its (the souTs) bondage and 
freedom. 

It has been shown that the dream-world is 
false. But an objection is raised against it. The 
individual soul is hut a part of the Supreme vSoul 
and therefore shares Its power of knowledge and 
nilership even as a spark and fire have alike the 
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power of ‘burning’. As sucli it must also be able 
to create at will like the Lord. This Sutra refutes 
it and says , tbat tbat rulersliip is coyered by 
ignorance in the Jiva state and gets manifested 
only when in the state of meditation on the Lord 
this ignorance is destroyed by the knowledge ‘I 
am Brahman." “When that god is known aU 
fettei's fall oft’. . . . Broin meditating on him 
there arises, on the dissolution of the body, the 
Ihird state, that of universal Lordship"" (SveL 
1. 11). Till then the Jiva cannot create at will 
anything real. ' Moreover, this does hot come to 
man spontaneously, since the bondage and free-- 
dom of the individual soul come from the Lord. 
That is to say, ignorance of His true nature 
<‘auses bondage, and the knowledge of it results in 
freedom. 

(t ^ ii 

its connection with the body ^ and 
^5 that (the covering of its rulership) also. . 

6. And that (the covering of the soni'e 
rulership) also (results) from its connection 
with the body. 

A cause for this covering up of the soul's 
rulership is given; and that is its connection with 
the body etc. Because of these limiting adjuncts, 
the result of nescieuce, its knowledge and ruler- 
ship remain hidden, and this lasts so long as it 
erroneously thinks itself as the body etc. Hence 
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'tlioxxg'h. the soul is not dif exent from the Lord, its 
powers remain hidden. 

Topic -2: The soul in dreamless sleep. 

Kow the state of deep sleep or Snshupti is 
taken up for discussion. 

arrcrrft =^11^11 

Absence oE that (dreaming:), in other 
words Snshupti in the nerves ^ and in 

the Self as it is known from the Srnti. 

7. The absence of that (dreaming, i.e. 
dreamless sleep takes place) in the nerves 
and in the Self, as it is known from the 
Sruti. 

In different texts Snshupti (deep sleep) is said 
to take place under dih'erent conditions. “And 
when a man is asleep ... so that he sees no 
dreams, then he has entered into those nerves 
'(ISTadis)” (Chh. 8. 6. 3); “Through them he moves 
forth and rests in the pericardium, i.e. in the 
region of the heart” (Brih. 2. 1. 19); “When 
this being full of consciousness is asleep . . . lies 
in the ether i.e. the real Self which is in the 
heart” (Brih. 2. 1. 17). Now the question arises 
whether Snshupti takes place in any one of these 
places, i.e. whether these are to be taken as alter- 
natives, or whether they are to be taken as" stand- 
ing in mutual relation so as to refer to one place 
only. The opponent holds that as all the words 
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standing for tlie places enumerated are in tlie 
same case, viz. tlie looati-ve case, i\i tlie texts, they 
are co-ordinate and tlierefore alternatives. If 
mutual relation was meant, tlien dift’erent case- 
endings would be used by tlie Sruti. Tliis Sutra 
says that they are to be taken as standing in 
mutual relation denoting tlie same place. 

Tbere is no alternative here, for by allowing 
option between two Vedic statements we lessen 
tbe autbority of the Yeda, since the adoption of 
■either alternative sublates for the time being the 
•authority of the other alternative. H ore over, the 
•same case is used where things serve di:fferent 
purposes and have to be combined, as, for 
example, when we say, “He sleeps iu the palace, 
he sleeps on a couch, where we have to combine 
the two locatives into one as “He sleeps on a 
■conch in the palace.” Similarly here the differ- 
ent texts have to he combined, meaning that the 
■soul goes through the nerves to the region of the 
heart and there rests in Brahman. 

It may be questioned why, then, in deep 
«leep we do not experience the relation of sup- 
porter and that which is supported with respect to 
Brahman and the diva. It is becanse the 
individual soul covered with ignorance is lost in 
Brahman even as a pot of water in a lake and so 
has no separate existence. ‘‘He becomes united 
with the True, he is gone to his own (Self)” 
^Chh. 6. 8. 1). Moreover, in the following text 
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the three places are mentioned. ' together,' “Irii 
these the person, is when -.sleeping he sees no’ 
dreams. Then he hec*omes one Avith the Prana 
(Brahman) alone'' (Kan. 4. 20). Hence Brahman 
is the soul's plac-e of rest in deep sleep. 

sra: sr^'^rswTq.'ii c ii 

Hence aAvakening ST^^from this. 

8. Hence the awakening from this (i.e.. 
Brahman). 

“In the same manner, my son, all these* 
creatures, Avheu they have come bade from the* 
True, know, not that they have come hack from 
the True" (Chh. 6. ID. 2), In .this text the Srnti 
states that when the Jiva returns after deej) sleej^* 
to the Avaking* state, it returns from the True or 
Brahman, thereby showing that in Sushupti Jiva 
is merged in Brahman and not in the nerves Hita 
etc. But as it is covered by ignorance it does not 
realize its identity Avith Brahman in Sushupti.. 

Topic o: The self same smd rcturm from 
Sushupti. 

%, II II . . 

' « The selfsame soul g but 

OB account of Karma, inemoiy, scriptural ; 
authority? and precept, ' ' ■ • ‘ 

9. Blit the selfsame soul (r'etiiriis from 
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Erahmaii after biashiipti) on account of 
work, memory, scuiptiiral aiitliority, and 
precept. 

A question is raised liere tliat just as wKen a 
^Trop of watei' lias merged in tlie ocean it is diffi- 
cult to pick it out again, so also wlien tke Jiva 
ilias merged in Brahman it is difficult to say that 
the selfsame diva arises from It after Sushupti. 
So we have to take that some soul arises after 
Sushupti from Brahman. There can he no rule 
that the same soul arises from It. The Sutra 
refutes this and says that the selfsame soul comes 
hack after Sushupti for the following reasons : 
(1) What has been partly done by a person before 
going to sleep, wo find him finishing after he 
wakes up. If it were not the same soul, then the 
latter would have no interest in finishing what has 
been partly dene hy another. (2) 3?rom onr 
-experience of identity of personality before and 
nfter sleep. V3) Prom onr memory of past events. 
(4) From scriptural anthority as in texts like, 
“Whatever these creatures are here, whether a 
-tiger, or a lion, or a wolf, or a hoar . . . that they 
become again (Ohh. C. 9, 3), we find that the 
selfsame soul returns from Brahman after 
Sushupti. (5) If the person who goes to sleep and 
he who rises after it he different, then scriptural 
precepts either as regards work or knowledge 
would he meaningless. For if a person can attain 
identity for -ever with Brahman hy merely going 
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to sleep j then scriptural instriictioji would he* 
useless to attain Liberation. 

Therefore it is the selfsame soul that rises from 
Brahman after vSushupti. The case of the drop of 
water is not quite analogous, for a drop of water 
merges in the ocean without any adjuncts and so- 
is lost for ever; but the Tiva merges in Brahman 
with its adjuncts. iSo the identical Jiva rises 
again from Brahman owing to its Karina and' 
ignorance, which do not allow it to be lost in 
Brahman iiTOAmcably. 

Topic 4: The ■nature of a siooon. 

in® II 

9^ In a swoon partial attainment of tlio- 

state of deep sleep as the only alternative 

left. 

10. In a swoon (there is the) partial 
attainment of the state of deep sleep, as. 
that is the only alternative left. 

The question of saloon is taken up for discus- 
sion. There are only three, states of a soul while, 
living in the body — ^waking, dream, and deep- 
sleep. Its fourth state is death. The condition of 
swoon cannot come in as a fifth state, as no such 
state is known. 8o what is it.P Is it a separate 
state of the soul, oi' is it but one of these states? 
It cannot he waking or dream, for there is no con- 
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sciousness or exi^erience of anything. It is not 
deep sleep, fox that gives happiness, which swoon 
does not. Nor is it death, for the soul xetons to 
life. So the only alternative left is that in a 
swoon the soul partially attains the state of deep* 
sleep, inasmuch as there is no consciousness in 
that state and it returns to life, and partially that 
of death, as is seen from the souVs experience of 
misery and pain in that state resulting in ' dis- 
torted face and limbs. It is a separate state,, 
though it happens occasionally, and the reason 
why it is not considered a fifth state is because it 
is a mixture of the other two states. 

,T opic 5 : T he nature of the Supreme Brahman . 

The preceding four topics deal with the 
nature of ‘thou’ or the apparent self. By proving 
that the creation in dreams is false, it has been 
shown that tbough the Jiva appears apparently 
to enjoy happiness and misery, yet in reality it .is. 
unattached. By its mergence in Brahman in 
deep sleep that detachment has been firmly estab- 
lished, By saying that the selfsame Jiva returns, 
from sleep the doubt as to its non-permanency has^ 
been refuted. By a reference to swoon it has. 
been explained that though all expressions of lifn 
are extinct in that state still the Jiva is there,- 
and hence one can be sure that even after death 
the soul continues to exist. Thus it has been 
shown that the soul is self-luminous, of the* 
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Tiatiire of consciousness, having pleasure in itself 
•only, and beyond the various states. Having 
described the nature of ‘thou’, the nature of 
‘Tbat^ is taken up for discussion in the succeeding 
Sutras. 

II u II 

Not from (difference of) place 3?(q even 

of Brahman twofold characteristic l|[ 

because throughout (the scriptures teach other- 
wise). 

11. Even from (difference of) place a 
twofold characteristic cannot (be predi- 
"^cated) of Brahman, because throughout (the 
scriptures teach It to be otherwise, i,e. 
without any qualities). 

In the scriptures we find two kinds of 
. description about Brahman. Some texts describe 
It as qualified and some as unqualified. “From 
whom all activities, all desires, all odours, and all 
tastes proceed” (Ohh. 3. 14, 2) speak of attributes; 
again '‘It is neither gross nor minute, neither 
short nor long, neither redness nor moisture” etc. 
'^Brih. 3. 8. S), Are we to take that both are true 
of Brahman according as It is or is not connected 
with adjuncts, or have we to take only one of 
them as true and the other as false, and if so, 
which, and on what grounds? The Sutra says 
that both canno-t he predicated of one and the 
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.same Braliinan, for it is against experience. One 
nnd tile same tiling cannot liave two contradictory 
natures at tiie same time. J^or does the mere 
•connection of a thing with another change its 
nature, even as the redness of a flower reflected 
in a crystal does not change the nature of the 
-crystal, which is colourless. The imputation of 
redness is due to .ignorance and not real. J^'either 
can a thing change its real nature : it means des- 
truction, Even SO' in the case of Brahman, Its 
-connection with adjuncts lilce earth etc. is a 
product of nescience. Hence between the two 
.aspects of Brahman we have to accept that which 
is attributeless as Its true nature, for throughout 
•the scriptures we And Brahman so described to the 
. exclusion, of Its qualifled aspects. “It is without 
sound, , without touch, form, and decay” etc. 
(Hath. 1. 3. 15). The other description of Brah- 
man is only for the sake of Hpasana and is not Its 
real nature. 






5T Not so on account of difference (being 

tanght in the sciptures) ^^if it be said not so 
with respect to each because of the 

declaration of the opposite of that. 


12. If it be said (that it is) not so 
on account of difference (being tanght in 
the scriptures), (we reply) not so, because 
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with respect to each (such form) the Sruti 
declarevS the opposite of that. 

We find that tlie scripture declares Brahman 
ns having difiiereut forms in difiierent Yidyas or 
meditations. In some It is described as having 
four feet, in some as of sixteen digits (Kalds) or 
again as having for Its body the three worlds and 
being called Yaisvanara, and so on. So we have' 
in understand on scriptural authority that 
Bvalnnau is also qualified. This Sutra refutes 
it and says that every such form due to BpSdhi is 
denied of Brahman in texts like, “The shining,, 
immortal being who is in this earth, and the shin- 
ing, immortal, corporeal being in the body are 
but the Self’^ (Brih. 2. 5. 1), Such texts show 
that .in all Bpfidhis like earth etc. the same 
Self is 2 )resent, and hence there is only non- 
difPereiice, oneness i It is not true that the Vedas 
inculcate the connection of Brahman with various 
forms. With regard to what we take as different, 
the Sruti explains at every instance that the form 
is not true, and that in reality there is only one 
fonoless principle. 

. II U II 

^ Moreover ^^R^thus some. 

13. Moreover some (teach) thus. 

Some Sakhas (recensions) of the Vedas direc- 
ly teach that the manifold ness is not true, by 
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passing strictures on tliosc who see difference. 
‘^He goes from death to death, who sees difference,, 
as it were, in It” (Kath. 1. 4. 11); also Brih. 4.. 
4. 19- 

ii ii 

Formless only f| verily on\ 

account of that being the main purport. 

14. Verily Brahman is only formless- 
on account of that being the main purport 
(of all texts about Brahman). 

Brahman is only formless for all the texts 
that aim at teaching Brahman describe It as form- 
less. If Brahman be understood to have a form, 
then texts which describe It as formless wonld- 
become pnrportless, and such a contingency with 
respect to the scriptures is unimaginable, for the- 
scriptures throughout have a imrport. On the 
other hand, texts dealing with qualified Brahman- 
seek not to establish It, but rather to enjoin- 
medilations on Brahman. Therefore Barhman iff- 
formless. 

n 

STOR^Like light ^ and being pur- 

portUss. 

15. And like light (taking form im 
connection with bodies having form,. 
Brahman takes form in connection with. 
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Up^dhis), because (texts ascribing form to 
Brahman) are not purportless. 

'll Brahman is formless, what about the texts 
which describe It as huTing form? Are they 
. superfluous .P If Brahman is without form then ail 
•TJpasands of the Brahman with form would he 
futile, for how can the worship of such • a false 
Brahman lead to Brahmaloka and other spheres? 
This Sutra explains that they are not without a 
.purpose. Just as light, which has no . form, 
.appears to be great or small according to the 
.aperture through which it enters a room and yet 
has the virtue of removing the darkness in the 
room, even so the formless Brahman appears to 
-have a form, as being limited by adjuncts like 
• earth etc. ; and the worship of such an illusory 
Brahman can helj) one to attain Brahmaloka etc., 
•which are also illusory from the absolute stand- 
ijoint. Hence these texts are not altogether 
purportless. This, however, does not contradict 
the position already established, viz. that Brah- 
man, though connected with limiting adjuncts, is 
not dual in character, because the effects of these 
■ cannot constitute attributes of a substance, and 
moreover these limiting adjuncts are all due to 
.’Nescience. 

II II 

Declares and that {i.e, intelligence) 

»6rily. ; ~ . 
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16. And (the scripture) declares (that 
Brahman is) that (i.e. intelligence) only. 

I7ow -what is the nature of that formless Brah- 
man? a lumi) of salt is without interior or 

exterior, entire, anti purely salt in taste; ‘ even 
80 is the Self without interior or exterior, entire, 
^nd Bure Intelligence alone” (Brih. 4. 5. 13). It 
is mere intelligence, self-e:ffulgent, homogeneous,, 
and without attributes. 

^ II II 

’ (Scripture) shows also thus also' 

(it is) stated by the Smritis. 

17. (The scripture) also shows (this, 
and) thus also (is it) stated by the Smritis.- 

That Brahman is without any attributes . is 
also proved ■ by the fact that the Sruti teaches 
about It by denying all characteristics to It, 
“Now therefore the description (of Brahman): 
‘Not this, not this.’ Because there is no other and' 
n\ore appropriate description than this ‘Nbt 

this’ ” (Brill, 2. 3. 6). If Brahman had form, 

then it would be established by such texts, and 

there would be no necessity to deny everything and 
say ‘Not this, not this’. vSo also the Smritis teach 
about Brahman: “The Highest 'Brahman With- 
but either beginning or end, which caniiot he.said 
’either to he ‘ or hot to he” (Git4 13. 12) “It -ie- 
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Tinmamfest, iiiitlimkable, and witliout modifica- 
Han, thus is It spoken of^ (GM 2. 25). 


ii u \\ 

3T<n^ Therefore ^ also OTTf comparison 
like the images .of the .sun etc. 


18. Therefore/ also (with respect to 
Brahman we have) comparisons like the 
images of the sun, etc. 

That Brahinan i.s formless is further estab- 
lished from the similes used with respect to It. 
'Since this J3rahman is mej’e intelligence, homo- 
geneous, and formless, and everything else is 
.denied in It, therefore we find that the scriptures 
.explain the fact of Its having forms by saying 
that they are like reflections in water of the one 
,j?un, meaning thereby that these forms are unreal, 
•being due only to limiting adjuncts. 


II n II 


3Tfgg?j;^I(ike water not being experienced 

but rf no similarity. 

19. But (there is) no similarity (in 
the case of Brahman, any second thing) not 
being experienced like water. 

An objection is raised that the comparison of 
•the last Sutra is not correct. ' In the case of the 
sun, which has a foiun, water, which is different 
■ and at a distance from it, catches its image; hut 
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Brahman is formless and all-pervadingj and there 
‘Can he nothing else different and at a distance 
from Itj to serYe as an Upadhi^ that can catch Its 
reflections. So the comparison is defective. 

^ II Ro II 

Participating in the increase and 
•docreas on account of its being inside 

on account of the similarity in the two 
cas st^^thus. 

20. On account of Brahman being 
inside (Its adjuncts) (It appears) to parti- 
'cipate in their increase and decrease. On 
.account of this similarity in the two cases 
(mentioned in Sutra 18) it is thus {i.e. the 
comparison is not defective). 

The comparison with the reflection of the sun 
is to he taken not on all fours hut only with 
-respect to a particnlar feature. Just as the reflec- 
ted sun is distorted, trembles^ or varies in size as 
the water shakes, expands, or contracts, while the 
real sun remains unchanged; so also Brahman 
participates, as it were, in the attributes of the 
TJpadhis; it grows with them, decreases with 
them, suffers with them, and so on, but not in 
reality. Hence on account of this similarity in- 
the two cases the comparison is not defective. 
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II II 

^iraRl.On account of scriptural instruction ^ and. 

21. And on aeconnt of scriptural 
instruction. . 

Tlic Sci’ipfcure also teaclxes tliat Bralimaii 
enters into tlie body and otlxer limiting' adjuncts. 
‘'He made bodies with two feet and bodies .with 
foui' feet. T-bat Supreme Being first entered tlie 
bodies a.s a bird. He on account of bis dwelling" 
in all bodies is called the Purusba’’ (Brib. 2, 5. 
18). Tbus also tlie comparison in Sutra 18 is not 
defective. 

Therefore it is established that Brahman is- 
formlessj of the nature of intelligence, and -boino- 
geneous — ^udtbout any differ encc. 

Topic 6: *Noi tlvis, not tluU^ in Brih, 2. o, 6‘. 
denies the g?*oss and subtle forms of Bralvnmiv 
(fho^n in BriU. 2, 3.1. and not Brahvian Itself. 

ft; sift^srft, ^ 

W- 11 i> 

What has been mentioned up to this 
5®[Ky% denies than that something more , 

says ^ and. 

22. What has been mentioned up to 

■this is denied (by the words ‘Not this, not 
this'), and (the bruti) says something more* 
than that (afterwards). . ? 
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“Brakinan has but two forms — gross and 
subtle, mortal and immortal, limited and un- 
limited, Sat (defined) and Tyat (undefined)’^ 
(Brib. 2. 3. 1). Thus describing tbe two forms 
of Brabman, tbe gross, consisting of eartb, water, 
and fire, and tbe subtle, consisting of air and 
etber, tbe Sruti says finally, ‘'Now therefore tbe 
description (of Brabman) : ‘Not tbis, not tbis.’ 
etc. (Brib. 2. 3. 6). Now tbe question is wbetber 
tbe double denial in ‘Not tbis, not tbis’ negates 
botb tbe world and Brabman, or only one of 
tbem. Tbe opponent bolds tbat botb are denied, 
and consequently Brabman, wbicb is false, cannot 
be tbe substratum for a world, wbicb is also false. 
In other words, it leads us to Sunyavada, tbe 
theory of Yoid, If one only is denied it is proper 
tbat Brabman is denied, for It is not seen and 
therefore Its ’ existence is doubtful, and not tbe 
world, since we experience it. Tbe Sutra refutes 
tbis view and says tbat what has been described 
till now, viz. tbe two forms of Brabman, gross 
and subtle, is denied by tbe words ‘Not tbis, not 
this,’ tbe double mention of these words of denial 
applying to tbe two forms of Brabman. Tbe word 
‘Iti’ refers to what has been mentioned imme- 
diately before, i.e. tbe two forms of Brabman, tbe 
subject-matter of the discussion, and therefore 
cannot refer to Brabman Itself, wbicb is not tbe 
main topic of tbe preceding texts. Moreover, after 
denying tbe world tbe Sruti says something 
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more than that about BrahniaUj viz. ‘The 
Truth o± truth’ meaning thereby that, Brahmaiii 
iiione is the one reality that exivsts and is 
the riiibstratuin ol the world, which is 
illusory. Nor is it reasonable , to vsuppose 
that the Sruti, professing* to teacdi about Brahman 
will deny it. It is the Truth of truth, i.e. the 
reality behind ‘Bat’, or earth, water, and fire, 
and ah’ ether, the definite and 

indefinite forms in nature. There ‘is no coiitradic- 
tion to perception in this denial of idle world, for 
it denies only the transcendental reality of the 
world and not its Vyavahariha or phenomenal 
reality, which remains intact. The objection, viz. 
that Brahman is not experienced, and therefore it 
is Brahman that is denied, is baseless; for the 
object of the Sruti is to teach about something 
which is not ordinarily experienced by us; other- 
wise its teaching would be redundant. 

anfft: II II 

. ?i?lThat (Brahman) is not manife.st (so 

the scripture) says % for. 

23- That (Brahman) is not manifest, 
for (so the scripture) says. 

If Brahman exists, then "why is It not per- 
ceived? The vSruti says that Brahman is 
unmanifest on account of our being covered with 
ignorance. Therefore It is -not perceived by us*., 
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“He is not opprelieiiileil hy the eye, nor by the 
other senses, nor' by penaiK’e” ete. (Mn. -h 1. S). 

^ 5r^^88nrg5TT5TH^Tq^ ll ii 

3Tf^ ^ And moreover in perfect mciUtatimi 

^It is oxpisrionod') from tlio Srnti 

and Smriti. 

24:. And moreover (Brahman is ex- 
perienced) in perfect meditation, (as we 
know) from the Sniti and Smriti. 

If Bi'ahnian is not manifest to tiSj then we eaii 
never know It, and therefore there will be no 
Bi'eedoin. Tliis Sutra says that Brahman is not 
known only to those whose lieart is not purified,' 
but those who are piiri-fied realize It in tlie state 
■of Sanjadhi when ig’iioramai is destroyed. That 
this is so is known i'voin the Sruti : “Some ■wise 
anan, liowever, with Ins eyes turned inside and 
wishing- for immortality saw the Self within” 
tXatli. 2. 4. 1); also Mn. 3. 1. 8, The Smriti also 
says the same thing*: “He who is seen as Light 
by the Yogins meditating on Him sleeplessly, with 
■suspended breath, ('ontented minds, and subdued 
senses” etc. 

■ n ii 

R^Rfi%?kIuke light etc. ^ and (thci^G is) 

BIO difference 5I^RT! Brahman also in work 
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on aocouiifc of repeated mention (in tlis 

Sruti). 

25. And as in the case of lights etc.^ 
there is no difference, (so) also between 
Brahman (and its manifestation) in activity; 
on account of the repeated instruction (of 
the Sruti to that effect). 

Tile nature of tlie Jiva and Braliman lias been 
described. Now tlieir identity is being explained. 

If according to tlie last Sutra Brahman is the* 
object of meditation and the Jiva is the meditator, 
it means that there is duality, and not the unity 
of Brahman. This Sutra explains it. Even aa 
between the sun and it^. reflection in water etc., 
there is in reality no difference, the image being 
unreal, so also the one Brahman manifests as*, 
many in the limiting adjuncts of activity like- 
meditation etc. Through ignorance the meditat- 
ing self thinks it is different from Brahman; but 
in reality it is identical with Brahman. That 
it is so is known from repeated instruction of the* 
Sruti in texts like, “That thou art,^^ “I am 
Brahman, which deny difference. 

3rJr 5r«n n 5 .^ 11 

3lcl! Therefore with the Infinite a*n thus I? 

for (the scripture) indicates. 

26. Therefore (the individual soul 
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.becomes one) with the Infinite; for thus (the 
.scripture) indicates. 

Tile Jiva attains identity Aviili Brahman on 
the dawninj^ of Knowledge, when ignorance witli 
nil its limiting adjnncts disappears. “He who 
knows that .Supreme Brahman becomes Brahman 
Itself^’ (Mil. 3. 2. 9), If the difference were real, 
then one could not become Brahman Itself. 
Knowledge may destroy ignorance, hut not what is 
real. ISTow, since the Jiva becomes Brahman, its 
individuality was not real, and hence it was 
destroyed by Knowledge, leaving only Brahman. 
So the difference is unreal, the identity real. 

II II 

On account of both being taught g 
but that between a serpent and its 

noils. . 

27. But on account of both {i.e. differ- 
ence and non-difference) being- taught (by 
the Sruti) (the relation of the Jiva and 
Brahman is to be taken) like that bet-ween a 
serpent and its coils. 

Having established the identity of the Jiva 
und Brahman, the authoa- proceeds to elucidate it 
further by examining the theory of difference. 
Ill the scriptures we hnd also texts like, “Two 
birds of beautiful plumage” etc. (Mu. 3. 1. 1), 
which speak of rlifference between the Jiva and 
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Bmliiuau, So we iiuve ia imderstaiul tliut tlie 
lifferenee betweeu tlicnu prior to Liberation is real^ 
tbougli wlieu it is destroyed by Knowledge they 
uttaiii identity. Hence we liave to take that tlieii* 
relation is one of dilferonce and noii-difier enoe, as 
between a serpent and its coils. As a snake it is 
one but it we look at tlie coils, liood, etc, tliere is 
ftifi'erence. Similarly between tbe Jiva and 
Braliniaii there is difference as well as nou- 
tliff’erence. 


Like light and its substratum m or 
account of both being luminous. 

28 . Or like (the relation of) light and 
its substratum, on account of both being 
luminous. 

Another examxole is given to establish the 
theory of difference and non-difference. The rela- 
tion between the Jiva and Brahman may be taken 
to be like that between light and its orb. BoUi 
being’ luminous are non-diff’erent ; yet on account 
of their varying extensity they are siioken of as 
different. So is the relation between the Jiva and 
Brahman one of difference and no-n-difference, the 
s>ne being limited and the other alhi>ervadmg. 

11 II 

before ^ or. 
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29. Or (the relation between the two,. 
i.e., Jiva and Brahman) is as given before. 

Having* given in tile two previous Sutras tli& ■ 
view of Bliedabhedavadins, the upholders of diffe- 
rence and non-diJference, this Sutra refutes it and 
establishes as the final truth what has been state<L 
in Sutra 25, mz. that the difference is merely 
illusory and non-difference is the reality. Bor if 
the difference is also real, it can never cease to be, 
and all the instruction of the Sruti with respect to- 
Liberation will be useless for bondage is nothing 
but this idea of separateness, and if this is real, 
there can be no Liberation at all. But if the 
difference is due to ignorance, then Knowledge 
can destroy it and the reality, the non-difference 
may be realized. So the views given in Sutras 2T 
and 28, which later on were developed by Kumarila 
and Bhaskara, are not correct, and the view given 
in Sutra 25 alone is correct. 

II II 

On account of the denial and. 

30. And on account of the denial. 

From the Sruti texts like, ''There is no other 

witness but He“ (Brih. 3. 7 23), which deny that 
there exists any other intelligent being apart from 
Brahman, and from the denial of the world by, 
"Hot this, not this,^’ it follows that there is no 
other entity but Brahman. Therefore there ia 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS [3.2.31 

only one Brahinan witlxont any difference wliatBo- 
-ever. 

Topic- 7 : BraJunan is one without a second, 
and expressions which apparentl-y imply sowAi- 
thing che as existing are only metaphorical. 

wiaf: II 

Gri-’eater ^5 than this (JBraiiman) 

on account of terms denoting a 
bank, measure, connection, and difterencc. 

31. (There is something) superior to 
this (Brahman), on account of terms denoting 
a bank, measure, connection, and difference 
(used with respect to It). 

To say that there is nothing exeex^t Brahman 
is objectionable,- for we find that there is vsome- 
thing besides Brahman on account of Its being 
designated as a bank separating things other than 
Itself in texts like, “That self is a bank, a 
boundary^^ et(‘.. (Chh. 8. 4. 1) ; as having siz5e and 
therefore limited in texts like, “That Brahman 
has four feet“ (Chh. 3. 18. 2}-^ii is well known 
ihat whatever is limited is limited by some other 
object; as being connected with other objechs: 
“The 'embodied self when embraced by the 
Supreme Self“ (Brih. 4. 3. 21), which shows that 
there is something else than Brahman; and as 
being different: “The Atman is to be seen,“ 
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thereby binting a seer and seen. All these show 
that Brahman is not one without a second. 

II II 

^ But ^FTI^in'fl.on account of similarity. 

32. But (Brahman is called a bank) on 
account of similarity. 

‘But’ refutes the position taken in the previous 
Sutra. There can exist nothing different from 
Brahman. It is called a bank, not because there 
exists something beyond It, as in the case of a 
bank, but on account of a similarity. The 
similarity is this: Just as a bank keeps back 
water and marks the boundary of adjacent fields, ' 
Bven so Brahman maintains the world and its 
boundaries. “Having passed the bank” (Chh. 8. 
4. 2) means, having attained Brahman fully and 
not having crossed it even as we say he has passed 
in Grammar, meaning thereby that he has 
mastered it. 

II II 

For the sake of easy comprehension 
just like (four) feet.'' 

33. (Brahman is depicted as having 
^ize) for the sake of easy comprehension {i,e. 
TJpasana); just like four feet. 

The statements as to the size of Brahman, 
Brahman has four feeth ‘It has sixteen digits’, 
^tc. are meant for the sake of TJpasana; for it ia 
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•difticiilt to comprelieud tlie Infinite, all-pervading 
Braliinan.- Just as mind conceived as the personal 
manifestation of Brahman is imagined to have- 
the organ of speech, nose, eyevS, and ears as its. 
four feet, so also Brahman is imagined as having 
size etc. for the vsnke of Upasanii, but not in 
reality. 

ll li 

account of special lalaces S^AIlfetL 

like light etc. 

34. (The statements about connection 
and difierence with respect to Brahman) are- 
on account of special places; .as in the case- 
of light, etc. 

The statements regarding difierence are made- 
with reference to limiting adjuncts only and not 
to any difference in Brahintin’s natnre. We speak 
of light inside a chamber and light outside it, 
though in reality light is one, the distinction 
being’ due to limiting adjuncts. So also all state--^ 
ments about connection are made with 3*eference* 
to the removal of the adjuncts, when connection 
with the Supreme Self is said to take place meta- 
phorically, even as on the destruction of the- 
chamber the light inside it may be said to be- 
united with light in general. 

II II 

OTffI i From reasoniag ^ and. 
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35. And it is reasonable. 

This Sutra exiDlaiiis further that conuectioi'L 
and diherence are not to be taken as real, but only 
metaphorically. The connection of the Jiva with. 
Brahman in deep sleep cannot be real. “It. 
merges in its Self’’ tOhh. 6. 8. 1), shows that the 
connection of the soul with Brahman is a naturaL 
inherent identity, and not as between two things. 
Similarly the dito’ence referred to is not real,, but 
due to ignorance, as can be gathered froun 
hundreds of texts. 


ii ii 

5tsi[ Similarly on account of tho 

express denial of all other things. 

36. Similarly on account of the express^ 
denial of all other things (there is nothing; 
but Brabmaia). 

A further reason is given to show that there is 
nothing hut Brahman. ‘‘The Self is all this”’ 
(Chh. 7, 25. 2); “All this is Brahman alone” 
(Mu. 2. 2, 11) etc. deny the existence of anything*- 
else besides Brahman. Therefore Brahman is one- 
without a second. 


By this all-pervadingness 

as is known from scriptural statements etc. 


regarding (Brahman’s) extent. 



^50 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.2.3B 


37. By this (is established) the all- 
pervadingness (of Brahman), as is known 
from scriptural statements, etc., regarding 
(Brahman's) extent. 

This Sutra explains the alhpervadingness of 
.Brahman, which lollows from the fact that It is 
.one without a second. By saying that texts des- 
icribing Brahman as a bank etc. are not to be 
taken literally, and by denying all other things, 
it is proved that Brahman is all-prevading. If 
tliey Avere taken literally, then Brahman would be 
limited and not all-pervading and consequently 
not eternal. That Brahman is all-pervading is 
known from such Sruti texts as, “He is omni- 
present like ether, and eternaT’ (Sat. Br, 10. 6. 
. 3 . 2). See also Gita 2. 24. 

Topic 8: Isioara the giver of the fruits of actions. 

'RSJRT:, : II II 

Fruits of actions from Him for 

that is reasonable. 

38. From Him (the Lord) are the fruits 
tof actions; for that is reasonable. 

Having described the nature of Brahman, the 
.author proceeds now to discuss the view of the 
Mimamsakas, who say that Karma (work) and not 
Iswara, gives the fruits of one’s actions. Accord- 
ing to them it is useless to set up an Iswara for thi.s 
purpose, since Karma itself can give that result at 
.a future time,. 
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This Sutra refutes it and says that from' 
Iswara alone come the fruits of one’s work. 
Karma is insentient and short-liyed, and cannot 
therefore be expected to bestow the fruits of 
actions at a future time according to one’s deserts. 
We do not see any insentient thing bestow fruits 
on those who worship it. Therefore it is only 
from the Lord, who’ is worshipped through actions,, 
that their results proceed. 

n II 

Because the scripture so teaches ^ and. 

39. And because the scripture so 
teaches. 

The scripture declares that the fruits of actions 
come from the Lord. “That great,, birthless Self' 
is the eater of food and the giver of wealth (the 
fruit of one’s work)” (Brih. 4. 4. 24). 

snf sraxTsr ii ii 

Eeligious merits (sago) Jaimini for 
the same reasons. 

40. Jaimini (thinks) for the same 
reasons (viz., scriptural authority and 
reasoning) that religious merit (is what 
brings about the fruits of actions). 

The view of the previous Sutra is being 
criticized. 

The scripture enjoins. “He who is desirous 
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'of tile lieaYenly world is to sacrifice” (Taiidya), 
‘.Hince every scriptural injunction) fias* an 
^object, it is reasonable to tliinlc tiiat tlie sacrifice 
dtfielf produces the fruit. But it may be objected 
that since the deed is destroyed, it cannot produce 
n result at a future time. This is met by the posi- 
ting of an Apurva or e3:tra“ordinary prin6iple, 
which is ’proditced by the ICa'nua before it is des- 
troyed, and through the intervention of ' whicli 
the result is jjroduced iu the distant future. 
Again j if the deed itself did not produce the 
rresult, it would be use] ess to perform it; and more- 
'over it is not rea.sonable to imagine one camse (the 
Xord) for a great variety of effects. 

1 II a? II 

^^li^The former {i.e, the Lord) § but 5rt<^<|A|U|: 
'B^darfiiyana account of His being 

• declared to be the cause (of the actions oven). 

41. But BMar^ana (thinks) the 
‘former (the Lord, as the bestower of - the 
'fruits of actions) on account ' of His being 
'.declared to be the cause (of the actions 
*even). 

‘But* refutes the view of Sutra 40. Both 
Karma and* Apurva ui'e insentient, and as such 
iiK'apable of producing results without the inter- 
vention of an intelligent principle. Fox snch a 
“phenomenon is not experienced in the world. No 
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one gets auy thing by worvsKipping stocks and 
•stones. So the fruits of actions come only from 
the Lord, and this is all the more established, us 
the Lord TTimself causes people to act one way or 
the other; and since the diva acts as directed by 
Him, He Himself is the bestower of the fruits 
•of his actions according to his deserts. “He 
niak.es him whom He wishes to lead up from these 
.worlds do a good deed’^ etc. (Kuu. 3. 8); “Whichr 
■ever divine form a devotee wishes to worship... 
nnd obtains from it the results he desires, as 
ordained by (Hita 7. 21-22). Since the Lord 
has regard for the merit and demerit of the souls, 
the objection that a uniform cause is incapable of 
producing various eiiecis does not stand. 

In the last four topics ilie entity 'That’ has 
been explained. Hirstly, Brahman has been 
shown to bo formless, , self -elhil gent, and without 
(litfereiK'e ; secondly, by the denial of manifold 
ness in It it has been established that It is one 
without a second ; and lastly, It has been proved 
to be the giver of the fruits of people’s actions in 
ihe relative world. Thus the two entities 'thou' 
tind 'That’ have been explained in these two 
sections. 



CHAPTER III 


Skction hi 

la tlie last section the two entities Hhoii’ an<I 
'That’ O'f the Vedic dictum (Mahavakya) 'That 
thou art’ have been explained and shown to be* 
identical. Now the scriptures prescribe various 
meditations that help to attain this knowledge of 
identity. It is not possible for the - ordi-’ 
nary man to grasp the Infinite. Therefore- 
the scriiDtures present various symbols of Brahman 
such as Prana, Akasa, and mind, for the beginner 
to meditate upon. Sometimes they prescribe the 
cosmic form of Brahman (Vaisvanara) for medita- 
tion. These different methods of approaching the 
infinite Brahman are known as Yidyas or 
Up Asanas. 

This section discusses these various Yidyfis, by 
means of which the individual soul attains Brah- 
man. In this connection the question naturally 
arises, whether similar Yidyas described different- 
ly in different recensions of the Yedas are one or 
different, and consequently to be combined into a 
single meditation or separately gone through. 
Here it is decided which Yidyas are the same and 
have to be combined into one, and which Yidyas 
are different in spite of certain similarities. The 
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principle tliat is followed tlironj^liont in tlie inter- 
pretation of these Vidyas is this : Since Braliinan,. 
whiclx is the only reality, is the resulting cogni- 
tion of all Yidyas, it may he helpful to comhine- 
the particulars of the same Yidya mentioned in 
different Salchas, since they have heen found 
efficacious hy the followers of those 8Mias. 

Topic 1: The > Vidyas with identical or simi- 
lar form met with in the scriptures or in 'different 
recensions of the scriptures are one Vidyd, 

II ? II 

Described in the various YedS^nta- 
texts on account of non -differ cnco as 

regards injunction etc. {i.e. connection, form, and 
name.) 

1. (The Upasanas) described in the 
various Vedanta texts (are not different), on 
account of the non-difference as regards 
injunction, etc. (/.e. connection, form, and 
name) . 

There are Dpasanas described variously in 
different Yed^nta texts. Doa* examide, the 
Dpasana of Pr^na is described in one way in the- 
Brihadaranyaka Dpanishad and in a different 
way in the Ghh^ndogya. Are such TTpasanas, 
described differently in different Saklias of the- 
Yedas-^ different or same? The opponent hoi da 
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that they are dificerent, oa account o£ the difle- 
rence in form. This tSntra refutevS it and says 
ihat such meditations are one and the same, on 
acconnt of the non-difference as regards injunc- 
tion, connection, name, and form of these in 
different Sakhas. Just as on account of the injunc- 
tion in all Sakhas, "‘One should perform the Agni- 
hotra^^ etc. (Mai. 6. 36) the daily Agnihotra 
-sacrifice is one only, and as Jyotishtoma and 
Y§,japeya sacrifi.ces described in dilferent Sakhas 
are one only, so also on account of non-difference 
.as regards injunction such as, ""Ho who knows the 
■oldest and greatest’’ (Brih. 6. 1. 1.) in both the 
Brill adaranyaka and the Chhfindogya TJpanishads, 
the Prana Vidya in all the Sakhas is one and the 
same. Similarly as regards the fruit or result of 
the trpasanS there is non- difference. ""He who 
knows it to be such becomes the oldest and great- 
est” (Brih. 6. 1. 1). Prfina, Avhich is the object 
of the meditation, is described in both as the old- 
est and greatest, and both th'e meditatioirs are 
named PrSna Yidya. Tberefore there being non- 
difference in all respects, the two Yidyas are not 
different, but one. The same is true of Dahara' 
Yidya, Yaisvfinara IJp^sanfi, Sandilya Yidyfi, etc. 
described in Yarions Sakbas. 

^ H II R II 

^^RkOn account of difference ^ not ^ if it 
be said sf not so even in the same (Vidyd.). 
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2, If it be said (that the Vidyas are) 
aiot (one) on account of difference (in minor 
points), (we reply) not so, since even in the 
same Vidy^ (there might be such minor 
.differences). 

A further objection is raised that since cerlain 
differences are seen to exist with respecd to the 
Vidyas described in different Sakhas, they (‘annot 
be one. iFor example, in the Brihadaranyaka in 
the Panchagni Vidya a sixth fire is mentioned as 
•an object of worshi]): '‘The fire hecomes his 
' fire^^ (Brih. 6. 2. 14) ; whereas in the Ghhandogya 
we have, “But he who knows these five fires” 
(Chh. 5. 10. 10). "I'liereforo on account of diffe- 
I'ence in form the two Vidyas cannot he one. This 
’Sutra refutes it and says that they are one, since 
^even in the same Vidya there may he differences 
*of form. The fivt* fires like heaven etc. mention- 
ed in the Ghhandogya are identified in the Bri- 
haddranyaka- Therefore there ('an he no differ- 
i3nco in Vidya. jNTor ran the presence or absence 
of a sixth fire create a (lifferenee as regards form, 
for in the same Ath’atra saerifice the, Shodasi 
vessel may or may not Im taken. f)n the other 
band, on aceonnt of the majority of fires being 
recognized in both, it is reasonable that we 
should add the sixth fire to the Vidya in the 
‘Ghhandogya. The name ‘fiv(i fires’ is also no objec- 
iion against this increase of numher, for the num- 
ber five is not an essential part of the injunctioa. 
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^Moreover, even in tlie same Saldi^ and in 
tlie same Yidya diifferences lilce tliis are seen in 
different cliapters; yet tlie Y^idyS, described in 
these different chapters is taken on all hands as- 
one. Therefore in spite of these differences in, 
different Sakhas it is reasonable' that Yidyas of 
the same class are one and not different. 

II ^ II 

Of the study of the Yedas as' 

being such % because in the Samadi^Lra 

(a book of that name) on account of the 

qualification and like that of the (seven) 

oblations ('oiz, Saurya etc.) ^ and that rule. 

3. (The rite o'f carrying fire on the 
li^ad is connected) with the study of the 
Vedas, because in the Sam^ch^ra (it is des- 
cribed) as being such. And (this also follows)' 
frQm. its . being a qualification (for the 
students of the Atharva Veda), as is the 
case with the (seven) oblations (?;«>. Saurya 
etc.), . 

A further objection is raised. In the Muii- 
daka Vpanishad, vrhioh deals 'with the IcnowledgC' 
qf. Brahman, the' carrying' of fire oil the head by 
the; student fs mentioned. The opponent , holdtf 
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.that on accoimt of this particniar ceremony* 
which obtains among the followers of the Atharva 
Veda, the Vidya of the Athnrvaiiika,s is different 
from all other Vidya s. The Sntra refutes this 
saying that the rite of carrying hre on the head is 
not an attribute of the Vidya, but of the study of 
the Vedas of the Atharvanikas. So it is described 
in the book Samdchara, which deals with Vedic 
observances. ]?rom the following text, '*A man 
who has not performed the rite {viz, carrying fii'e) 
does not read this” t^Iu. 3, 2. 11) also we find it is 
connected with the reading or study of the TJpani- 
•shad and not with the Vidya. The rite of carry- 
ing the fire is connected only with the study of 
that particular Veda and not others, like the seven 
oblations, which are not connected with the fires 
taught in the other Vedas, but only with those of 
the Atharva Veda. So the unity of Vidyas stands 
in all cases. 

II V 11 

Instructs ^ also. 

4. (The scripture) also instructs thus. 

“That which all the Vedas declare” (Kath. 
1. 2. 15) shows that the Nirguua Brahman is the 
one purport of all the Vedanta texts. Therefore 
•all Vidyas relating to It mnst also he one, Thus 
'the meditation on the Saguna Brahman as Vais- 
vfinara, who is represented as extending froip 
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lieaven to the eartli iu the B r ilia dar any aka, is re- 
ferred to in the Cliliundoj>’ya as sometliing well 
known: “But lie who worships that Yaisvdnara 
self as exteodmg’ from heaven to the earth-’’ 
(Ghh. 5. 18. 1), thereby showing that all Yaisva- 
nara. Yidyas are one. Thus since the Nirguna or 
the Saguna Brahman is one and not many, there*, 
fore particidar Yidyas whicdi relate to either oP 
them are also one and not many. This also follows- 
from Ike same liynms and the like enjoined in. one 
place being employed iu other places for the sake- 
of ITpasana. The same rule applies to other- 
Yidyas also besides the Vaisyanara, and in coiise*- 
quence they are not many, tJiongli differently des- 
cribed in different Saldias. 

The unity of Yidyas, having been establisbedk 
their results are taken up for discussion, 

I'o'pic 2: Pariicvlafs of ideniical Yidyasr- 
mentioncA in different 'place,'^ or Sahhds are io he 
combined into one mediiatiorK 

II Ml 

Combination bince there is no 

difference in the object' of meditation like- 

the subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice ^ and in 
the UpDisaii^s of tlie same class. 

5. And in the Up^san^s of the same- 
olass (mentioned in different S^kh^s) 
a combination (of all the particulars* 
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mentioned in all S^khas is to be made), 
since there is no difference in the object 
of meditation, just as (a combination of) 
all subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice 
(mentioned in different S^kh^ is made)^ 

IFrom wbat has been discussed in the previous. 
Sutras it is clear that the Yidyas described in 
different Sakhas will liave to be combined in the 
TJpasana, since their object after all is one. The 
particulars mentioned in other- Sakh§,s than one’s 
own are also efficacious, and as such one has to 
combine all these, even as one does with respect to 
subsidiary rites like Agnihotra, connected with a 
main sacrifice, mentioned in several Sakhas. 

Topic 3: Vidyas having really different sub-- 
jecl-matter are separate, though in other respects- 
there are similarities. 

sTfiisn^ 3rf5#rt?j; ii ^ ii 

There is difference 515^ on account of 
(difference in) texts ^ %?)[, if it be said •! not so 
3?i^RtTO.on account of non-difference (as regards 
essentials). 

6. If it be said (that the Udgitha 
Vidy4 of the Brihad^ranyaka and that of 
the Chhandogya) are different on account 
of (difference in) texts; (we say) not so, on 
account of the non-difference (as regards 
essentials). 
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Tliis Sutra represents tlie view of tlie oppo- 
nent, wlio tries to establish that the two Vidyas 
are one. “Then they said to this vital force in 
the mouth, ‘Chant the Udgitha for us.’ ‘All 
right/ said -the vital force and chanted for them” 
(Brih. 1. 3. 7); “Then this vital force that is in 
the mouth — ^they meditated on the Udgitha ‘Om’ 
as that vital force” (Chh. .1. 2. 7). It may be 

objected that they cannot be one, because of the 
difference in texts. But this is unacceptable, 
because there is unity as regards a great many 
l^oinfcs. (For the similarity see texts in both.) 
So on the grounds given in Sutra 3. 3. 1, there is 
unity of Vidyas. 

^ srr, ^ n 

^ Rather not !I^??T-^[^t<I,on account of differ- 

'Cnce in’^subject-matter even as (the 

meditation on the Udgitha) as the highefirt' and 
•greatest (Brahman) (is diffei’ent). 

7... Eather (there .is) no (unity, of 
Vidyas), on account of the difference in 
subject-matter, even as (the meditation 
on the Udgitha) as the highest and 
■greatest (^.^., Brahman) (is different from 
the meditation on the Udgitha as abiding 
in the eye, etc-,)..- 

This Sutra refutes the former view and esta- 
blishes that the two Vidyas, in spite pf:/siAi]i?ai’ity 
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in iiinuy points, uro diftei’ent on account of 
rdiffej’eoce in subject-niatter. In tile Clilianclogya 
.only a paft of the L’dgifclia (hymn), the syllable 
‘Om’ is meditated ui>oii as Prana; “Let one 
.meditate on the syllable ‘Om’ (of) the Udgitha” 
(Clih. 1. 1. 1). But ill the Brihadat^anyaka the 
whole Udgitha hymn is meditated upon as 
Prana. Tide Brih. 1. 3. 2. On account of this 
difference in the object of meditation the two 
Tidyas cannot be one. The case is similar to the 
IJpasana on Udgitha enjoined in, “This is indeed 
ihe highest and greatest Udgitha’^ (Chh. 1. 9. 2), 
which is different from the one enjoined in the 
Ohhandogya 1. G, where the Udgitha is meditated 
lupon as abiding in the eye and the sun. 

II ii 

dfira’J On account of the name (being same) if 
•rf?! it has already been answered exists ^ 

but ?t?tthat even. 

8. If Oil account of the name (of both 
Vidyas being the same, it be said that they 
rare one), it has already been answered. 
But even that (identity of name in Vidyas 
.-admitted to be different) exists. 

Identity of name is no reason for claiming 
unity of Tidy as, since tbe subject-matter differs. 
'This has already been establish ed in the last 
iSutra. Moreover, it is borne out by the scriptures. 
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Fo]’ example, tlie different sacrifices like Agni- 
liotra, Darsapurnamasa, etc., whicfi all occai’" 
in Katliaka, are known as Katkakas; or even tlie 
Udgitlia U’pSsanas of Clili. 1. 6 and Cfili. 1. 9. 2, 
are difierent Vidyas. 

Topic 4: Specializing the ‘07iT of the Ud- 
gitlia Vidyd is apt, as ^Orn’ is common, 'to all the- 
Vedas. 


^ ii 

szrnr: Because (Oin) extends (over the whole of 
the Vedas) ^ nnd appropriate. 

9. And because (Om) extends (over- 
the whole of the Vedas), (to specialize it 
by the term ‘D’dgitha*) is appropriate. 

Since ‘Oni’ is common to all the Vedas we 
have to nnderstaml which particular ‘Om' is to he 
meditated upon. By specifying that the ‘Oin’ 
ndiioh ivS a part of the IJdgitha is to he meditated. 
\ipon, we learn that it is the ‘Om’ of the' Sama- 
Veda. “Let one meditate on the syllable ‘Om” 
(of) the TJdgitha” (Chh. 1. 1. 1). 

'Topic 5: Unity of the Prdna Vidyd. 

II II 

Oh accoimt of iioii-diff'erenco everywhere 
in the other placo.s these qualities (are to'ba 
inserted). 
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10. On account of the non-difference 
(of the Vidy4) everywhere (le. in all the 
texts of the different SMvhas where the 
Prana Vidya occurs) these qualities (men- 
tioned in two of them are to be inserted) 
in the other places {e,g., the Kaushitaki 
Upanishad). 

In the Chhaiiclogya and Brihadaranyuh.i 
TJpiinishads in the Pr^na Yidya we find the quali- 
ties of speech etc. as being richest and so on, are 
ultimately attributed to Prana but not so in the 
Kaushitaki Upanishad, for instance. The que.s- 
tion is whether they ai’e to be inserted in the Kau- 
shitaki also, where they are not mentioned. The- 
Sutra says that they have to be inserted, since the 
Yidya is the same in all the three Upunishads. 
Attributes of one and the same Yidya have to be- 
combined wherever that Yidya occurs, alihougii 
they may not be expressly mentioned. 

7'opic 6: In all the meditations on Brahman 
qualities lihe 'Bliss' etc., which describe Its 
nature, are to he comhined into one ntediiaiion.,, 
and not others. 

II ii 

Bliss and other attribiites (>f the 
subject [i. e. Brahman). 

11. Bliss and other attributes (which* 
depict the true nature) of the subject {i.e.. 
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.Brahman) (have to be combined from all 
places in the. meditation on Brahman). 

Brahman in desci-ihed as Bliss, Knowledge, 
.all-pervading, the sell! of all, true, etc. in differ- 
ent texts of different Bakhas. All the attributes 
.are not mentioned in all places. Now the ques- 
tion is whether they have to be combined in the 
meditation on Brahman or not. This Sntra says 
that they have to be combined, since the object ot 
, meditation (Brahman; is one and the same in all 
.'Sakhas, and therefore the Vidya is one. 

fi: II ?r.ii 

(Qualities like) joy being Its head etc. 
^Tariff: are not to be taken everywhere 
increase and decrease % because ^ (are possible) in- 
difference, 

12. (Qualities like) joy being Its head 
-etc. are not to be taken everywhere, (being 
subject to increase and decrease and) 
increase and decrease (are possible only) 
jf there is difference (and not in Brahman 
in which there is non-difference).’ 

Attributes like joy being Its head etc. men- 
tioned in the Taittiriya Upanishad are not to be 
taken and combined in other places, where the 
TJpasaiia of Brahman is enjoined, because the 
'terms ‘joy,^ ^satisfaction,’ ‘great satisfaction,’ 
‘blis.s,’ etc. indicate qiialities which have increase 
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and decrease relatively to eacli otlier and to other 
experieiKjers (Jivas), and therefore can exist only 
where there is difference. Unt Brahman being" 
absolutely without any difference, these attribuies- 
cannot Constitute Its nature, and as such they are- 
to be confined to the texts prescribing them and' 
not taken in other iffaces. 

55rsieRF?JifLii n 

Other attributes 5 but ajsljltrpiigr^ou account 
of identity of purport. 

13, But other attributes (like Bliss- 
etc. are to be combined) on account of 
identity of purport. 

Attributes like Bliss, Knowledge, all-pervading,, 
etc., which describe tlie nature of Brahman are to 
be combined, for their purport is the one and indi- 
visible, unconditioned Brahman. These attributes- 
are mentioned with a yiew to the knowledge of 
Brahman and not for IJpasana. 

Toiric 7 : Kath. 1. 3. 10-11 simply aims at' 
teacliinp that the Self is higher than everything 
else. 

sns^TFTFT II Vi II 

For the sake of meditation 
as there is no use. 

14. (Kd;thaka 1. 3, 10-11 tells about 
the Self only as the highest) for the sak^- 
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-of meditation, (and not about the relative 
position of the objects, etc.) as there is no 
use of it. 

‘‘Hig'her tliaii the senses are the ohjects, high- 
»er than the objects there is the mind. .higher 
ihaii the Self there is nothing, this is the limit, the 
■ Supreme (joal” (Kath. 1. 3. 10-11). The oppo- 
nent holds that these sentences are separate and 
not one, as refeiTing' to the Atman alone; therefore 
it is the aim of the Srnti to teach that the objects 
are superior to the senses, and so on. This Sutra 
refutes it and says that it is one sentence and 
means that the Atman is superior to all these. This 
information is given for the sake of meditation on 
the Atman, wliich results in the knowledge of It. 
"The Atman alone is to he known, for the knowledge 
of It gives Treedom. But the knowledge of the 
fact that objects are superior to the senses and so 
'on, serves no useful purpose, and as such it is not 
the aim of the vSruti to teach this. 

II 

account of the word ‘Self ^ and. 

15. And on account of the word 

• VSelfh 

The view established in the last Sutra is ' con- 
firmed by the fact that the subject of the discus- 
sion is called the Self. “That Self is hidden in all 
'beings and does not shine forth” (Kath. 1. 3. 12), 
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thereby hintmjg* that the other things are non-Self, 
Bnt the ennmeration of the series is not altogethev 
useless, inasmuch as it helps to turn the mind, 
which is outgoing, gradually towards the Atman, 
which is hard to realize without deep meditation. 


Tofic 8: The seif refen’ed to in Aif. 1. 1 is 
the Supreme Self and consequently the attrihules 
of the Seif given in oilier places are to he included 
in this Aitareyaka meditation. 


II 


The Suiirerae Self is meant as in 
other texts (dealing with creation) on account 

of the subsequent qualification. 

16. (In the Aitareya IJpanishad 1. 1) 
the Supreme Self is meant, as in other texts 
(dealing with creation), on account of the 
subsequent qualification. 


“Yerily in the beginning all this was the Belf, 
'one only; there was nothing else whatsoever” etc. 
(Ait. 1. 1.). Does the word ‘Self’ here refer to the 
Supreme Self or to Hiranyagarhha ? It refers to 
the Supreme Self, even as the word ‘Self’ in other 
texts dealing with creation refers to It and not to 
Hiranyagarhha; “Trom the Self sprang forth 
■ether” (Taitt. 2. 1). Why? Because in the subse- 
quent text of the Aitareya we have, “It thought, 
‘Shall I send forth worlds?’ It sent forth these 
worlds” (Ait. 3. 1-2). This qualification, viz. that 
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*It tliQiiglit’ before creation, is api^liecl to Brabmau 
in tlie iDrimary sense in other Sriiti texts. So from 
this we learn that tlie Self refers to the Supreme* 
Self arid hot to Hiranyagnrbha. 

3|5^!?.Beoanf3e of the context ^!T.if it be said 

it might be so on account of the 

definite statement. 

17. If it be said that because of the^ 
context (the Supreme Self is not meant, 
but Pliranyagarbha), (we reply that) it i» 
so (i.e. the Supreme Self is meant) on 
account of the definite statement (that the* 
Atman alone existed at the beginning). 

In the Aitareya ITpanishad 1. 1 the Self is^ 
said to have created the foixr worlds. But in the 
Taittiriya and other texts the Self creates ether, 
water, etc. — the fire elements. Now it is well 
known that creation of the worlds is hy Hironya- 
garhha with the help of the elements created hy the 
Supreme Self. So the Self in the Aitareya cannot 
mean the Supreme Self but Hiranyagarbha. The* • 
Sutra refutes it and says that on' acconnt of the* 
vstatement, “Yerily in the beginning all this was 
the Self, one only” (Ait. 1. 1), which declares that 
there was one only without a Second, it can only 
refer to the Supreme Self ’ and not to Hiranya- 
garblia. Therefore we have to take' that the 
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Supreme Self after creating elements as described 
in other Sakbas created the four worlds. 

The object of Sutras 16 and 17 in establishing 
that the Supreme Self is meant is that the attri- 
butes of the Supreme Self given in other places- are 
to be combined in the Aitareyaka meditation. 

Topic 9: Rinsing the mouth is not enjoined 
in the Prana Vidyd, but only thinking the water 
as the dress of Prdna, 

II 

On account of being a restatement of 
an act (already enjoined by the Smriti) what 

has not been so enjoined elsewhere, 

18. On account of (the rinsing of the 
mouth with water referred to in the Pr^na 
Vidya) being a restatement of an act 
(already enjoined by the Smriti), what has- 
not been so enjoined elsewhere (is here 
enjoined by the Sruti). 

In the Chhandogya' 5. 2. 2. and the Brihad^- 
ranyaka 6. 1. 14 we find a reference to the rinsing 
of the mouth with water before and after a meal, 
thinking that thereby Prfina is dressed. The ques- 
tion is whether the Sruti enjoins both or only the 
latter. The Sutra states that since the former, the 
act of rinsing, is already enjoined on every one by 
the Smriti, the latter act of thinking the water as 
the dress of Prana is alone enjoined by the Sruti. 


B. 8,-24 
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■ ' Topic IQ; Vidyds in the same Sakha which 
■are identical or similar have to be combined^ for 
they are one. 

mi 

tlie same Sfi,kM (it is), like this ^ 
ulso account of non-differenoe. 

19. In the same Sdrkha also (^it is) like 
this (i.e., there is ’’unity of Vidy4), on 
account of the non-difference (of the ^object 
of meditation). , , 

In^the Agnirahasya in the y^asaneyi S^kha 
there is a Yidya called S^ndilya Yidy0., in which 
occurs the passage, ^‘ket him meditate on the Self 
which consists of mind'’ etc. (Sat. Br. Hadhy. 10, 
*6. 3. 2). Again in the Briliadaranyaka, which 
belongs to the same Sakha we haye, “This Being 
identified with the mind” etc. (Brih. . 5. 6. 1). 
Bo these two passages form one Yidy^, in which the 
particulars mentioned in either text are to be com- 
bined, or are they different Yidyas? The Sutra 
•says that they are one Yidya, since the’ object of 
meditation in both cases is the Self consisting of 
mind. The rule as regards the combining of parti- 
•culars of a similar Yidya in the same Sakh^ is the 
same as in the case of such Yidyas occurring in 
difierent Sakh^s. Therefore the *Sahclilya Yidyk 
is one. ' • * . . • • - . • 
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Topic 11: The namcfi ^Aliar^ and 'Aham’ of 
the Supreme Brahman as abiding in the sun and in 
the right eye respectively ,-fjive7i in Brlh. S.'S! 1-2 f 
kiannot he combined^ as these are two separate 
Vidycts. , 

II II 

■ ' account of flic connection this 

in other cases ®Tf^ also. 

20. In Other cases also {e.g. in the 
Vidy4 of the Satya Brahman) on acconnt 
'of the connection {i.e., the object., oC the 
.meditation being ,.the .S'atya Brahman)’^ (we 
have to combine particulars) like this {i.e,. 
;as in the S4ndilya Vidya).. ^ 

This Sutra seta forth the view of the opponent. 
^^Satya is Brahman. ... . That which is >Satya Is 
.that .simr— the being who is in that orb and the 
.being who is in the. right eye”. (Brih. 5. 5. 1-2). 
This gives the abode of the. Satya' Brahman with 
respect to the gods and the body, and two secret 
names of the Satya Bjahmah are als^o taught in 
•connection with these abodes ; the ’former is ‘Ahat ’ 
•and the latter ^Ahalii.’ Now on the analogy of the 
"Sahdilya Yidysl.; since the object ‘of 'meditation is 
■one, uiz. the Satya 'Brahman, we must combine the 
particulars, .Therefore .both the names ‘Ahar’ and 
^Aham^ have’ to be combined with respect to Satya 
'Brahman. "i • 5 ‘ 
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?l ^ Eatlier not account of difference.*. 

21. Rather not (so) on account of the 
difference (of abode). 

This Sutra refutes the view of the previous- 
Sutra. Though the Vidya is one, still owing to- 
difference in abodes the object of meditation 
becomes different; hence the different namas. 
Therefore these cannot he exchanged or combined. 

^2^=^ 11 HR II 

(The scripture) declares ^ also. 

22. (The scripture) also declares, 
(that). 

' The scripture distinctly states that the attri- 
butes are not to be combined, but kept apart ; for it 
compares the two persons, the person in the snn 
and in the right eye. If it wanted the particulars- 
to be combined, it would not institute such ft 
comparison. 

Topic 12: Attributes of Brahman nnentioned' 
in Rdnayaniya-hhila arc not to he taken into consi- 
deration in other Brahr^ Vidyds e.g, the Sdndilya 
Vidyd, as the former is an independent Vidyd^ on 
account of the difference of Brahman^ s abode, 

“to; II II 

SapportiQg (the universt) pervading: 
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the sky also ^ and BRTt for the same reason (as 
in the previous Sutra). 

23. For the same reason (as in the 
previous Sutra) the supporting (of the 
universe) and pervading of the sky (attri- 
buted to Brahman in the R6.n4yaniya- 
khila) also (are not to be included in other 
Up^sand,s of Brahman). 

In a stipplementai’y text of the B§,nayainyaB 
there occurs the passage, ‘‘The powers, which were 
collected together, were preceded by Brahman; the 
pre-existent Brahman in the beginning pervaded 
tbe whole sky.’’ Kow these two qualities of Brah- 
■man are not to be included in other places treating 
of Brahma Tidya for the same reason as is given in 
the last Sutra, viz. difference of abode. Moreover, 
Ihese qualities and those mentioned in other Yidyas 
like the Saiidilya Vidya are of such a nature as to 
oxclxxde each other, and are not suggestive of each 
other. The mere fact of certain Vidyffs being con- 
nected with Brahman does not constitute their 
unity. Brahman, though one, is, on account of its 
plurality of powers, meditated upon in manifold 
ways. The conclusion therefore is that the TJpa- 
■Sana referred to in this Sutra is an independent 
Vidya standing by itself. 
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( ; Topic li): T}),6 PiiTu^ho ,y id.pa in the ChJuhi- 
dogya and the Taittiriya are not one. 

] As in the, Puru^ha , Vidy^ (of the 

Chhfl.ndogya) ^ .and of the others 

not being mentioned (in. the Taittiriya). 

, 24., And (since' the qualities) as (men- 
tioned) in the jPurusha Yidya (of the 
Chhandogya) are not mentioned (in ‘that) 
(Of the others '{i.e-. in the; Taittiriya) (the 
.two Purusha Vidyhs are not one). . 

' In the last Sutra the V idyas were held to be 
I'difUerent as there WaS' iLo recognition of the funda- 
•mental .attribtite 'of.ibe one Yidya in . the other. 
';This SutjL’a cites an example where such a funda- 
/mental attribute occurs in both. On this ground 
the opponent argues that the. two Vidyas are one. 
^In the Chhapdogya. there is.a Vidya about man. ip 
^which he is identifiGd with the sacrifice: , “Man is. 
^the sacrifice. ’’ In the Taittiriya Aranyaka (10'. 
64) also occurs . a similar Vidya where man is .so. 
.identified.: “For, hiiii who knows thus, the self of 
^xhe sacrifice is the,, sacrifices’ ^ .etc. The fundainen- 
dal attribute ref eirre.d to is that man is identified 
.. ‘with sacrifice in both. This ^utifa' says that ih 
spite of this, the two Vidyas' are not 'one, for the- 
'details difier. MoreoYer, the result of the Yidya 
in the Taittiriya is the attainment #of the greaf ness 
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of Braliiuan, wliile that of ike Chkandogya is long* 
life. Therefore the two Yidy^s are sei)aralLe, and 
there can he no combination of particulars in the 
two places. 

Topic 14: Detached Mantras lilce Tierce 
the whole (body of the enemy)” etc, and sacrifices 
mentioned at the beginning of> certain UpanisluuU 
do not form part of the Brahma Vidyd included in 
the Upanishads. 

. Piercing etc. because they Lave a 

different meaning. ' ‘ , 

25. (Certain Mantras relating ' to) 
piercing etc. /'are not part of tlie Vidyas 
though mentioned near by) because they 
have a different meaning. 

At the beginning of the Gpanishud of the 
Atharvanikas we have, “Pierce the whole (body of 
the enemy), pierce his hearP' etc. Similarly at 
the beginning of other Upanishads of other Sakhas 
we have Mantras. The question is, whether these 
Mantras and the sacrifices referred to in the Brfih- 
manas in close proximity to the Upanishads are to 
be combined with the Yidyas prescribed by these 
Upanishads. The Sutra says that they are not to 
be combined, for their meaning is different, inas- 
much as they indicate acts of a sacrifice and there- 
fore have no connection with the Yidyas.; The 
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piercing, for example, is connected with, some 
ceremony to destroy one’s enemy. 

Topic 15 : The statement made in one of the 
texts that the good and evil deeds of a person who 
has attained Knowledge go to his fHends and ene- 
mies respectively j is valid for all texts where dis- 
carding of good and evil Karma by such a person 
is mentioned. 

Where (only) the discarding (of good and 
evil) is mentioned 5 but on account 

of the word ‘receiving’ being supplementary (to the 
word ‘discarding’) in the 

case of Kusas (sticks for keeping count of hymns), 
metres, praise, and recitation that has been 
stated (by Jaimini). 

26. But where (only) the discarding 
(of good and evil) is mentioned, (the 
receiving of this good and evil by others has 
to be included), on account of this word 
‘receiving’ being supplementary (to the 
word ‘discarding’), as in the case of Kusas, 
metres, praise, and recitation. That {viz.' 
that it should be so done) has been stated 
(by Jaimini in Purva Mim^msa). 

Having dealt with the combination of 
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particulars with respect to similar Vidyas, the 
uuthor now proceeds to deal with the comhination 
•of the effects with respect to the Upasaka, 

Jaimini has said that statements with respect 
to Xusas, metres, praise, and hymns have to he 
<jompleted from other texts. In some places Xusas 
.are simply mentioned, hut another text specifies 
that they are to he made of fig wood. The first Sruti 
will have to he completed in the light of the other. 
.Similarly with respect to metres, praise, and recita- 
tion. This principle is here applied to the effects 
.of the 0pasaka’s actions in connection with the 
Vidyas mentioned in the Upanishads. We find 
-certain texts mention the discarding of good and 
•evil by a person attaining Xnowleclge. Vide Chh. 
-8. 13. Another text not only mentions this, hut 
also acids that the good and evil are obtained hy his 
friends and enemies respectively. A^ide Xau. 1. 4. 
This 8utra says that the obtaining of the good and 
•evil hy his friends and enemies has to he inserted 
in the Chhfindogya text, according to Jaimini’s 
principle explained above. 

ThivS Sutra may also be explained in another 
^Avay if the discussion on ‘discarding’ is different. 
It may he argued that the verb ‘Dhu’ in the text 
*of the Chhandogya and Xaushitaki may he inter- 
preted as trembling and not as getting rid of, in 
which case it would mean that good and evil still 
-(ding to a person who attains Knowledge, though 
their effects are retarded owing to the Knowledge. 
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This Sutra says that such a meaning is not correct, 
■for the subsequent portion of the text in the Kau-' 
shitaki shows that others get this good and evil, 
and this is not possible unless the person who. 
attains Knowledge discards them. 

Topic 16 : The discarding of good and evil bij 
the knower of Brahman takes place at the 'time of 
death and. not on his way to Brahmaloka. 

At the time of death there 

being nothing to be attained so also ft for 31?% 
others. 

27. (He who attains Knowledge gets, 
rid of liis good and evil works) at the time 
of death, there being nothing to be obtain- 
ed (by him on the way to Brahmaloka 
through works) ; for other texts also say so. 

The question is raised as to when the indivi- 
dual soul gets rid of the effects of its good and evil 
works. ‘‘He comes to the river Viraja and crosses i 
it by the mind alone, and there he shakes off good! 
and evir^ (Kaii. 1. 4). On the basis of this text 
the opponent holds that the effects are got rid of on 
the way to Brahmaloka and not at the time of' 
death. This Sutra refutes it and says that the- 
man of realization gets rid of them at the time of 
death. The Sanchita and Agami Karma (work) is- 
destroyed with Knowledge and the Pr&?abdha is^ 


\ 
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destroyed at death. Bo at the time of death he is 
rid of all effects of .his good .and evil de^ds. Th^ 
reasons for this conclusion: are : On the to ■ 

Brahmaloka, the destination of the knower of 
Brahman^ it is not possible to discard good and 
evil effects for then the soul has no gross body, and 
so cannot practise any Sadhana that will destroy 
them. Ivor does the soul experience anything on 
the way, for which one would have to admit 
persistence of good and evil till then. Rather they 
nre destroyed by the Yidy^ practised by th& aspi- 
rant before he leaves, thle body. The scripture also 
'says^ - ^IHavihg shaken off his evil as a horse shakers , 
off his hairs’^ etc. (Chli. 8. 13. 1). Moreover, it is 
not possible to cross the river Yiraja unless one is 
free from all good and evil. Therefore we have to 
take it that all the good and evil are discarded at 
the time of death and the Kaushitaki text has tO' 
be explained . accordingly. 

II II 

According to his ' liking on 

account of there being harmony betHveen the two, 

28 . (The interpretation that the indi- 
vidual soul, practising Sadhana) according 
to his liking (gets rid of good and evil while 
living, is reasonable) on account of there- 
being harmony (in that case) between the- 
two (viz. cause and efect as well as bet- 
ween the* Chh^ndogya'and another Sruti).' 
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Since tlie individual soul attains Braliman 
.after deatk as a result of tlie Vidya, wliy not under- 
stand that the getting rid of good and evil, the 
result of the Yidya, is also attained after death? 
Not so, for it is possible to practise Sadhana to 
'One^s liking only during one’s life time, and from 
•Sadhana alone results the destruction of go-od and 
evil. And it is not reasonable to say that the cause 
being there, the effect is delayed till some time 
after death. Therefore there is harmony between 
the texts quoted above. The attainment of Brah- 
■nialoka is not possible so long as there is a body, 
but there is no such difficulty about the shaking 
off of good and evil. 

Topic 17 : The Imoioer of the Saguna Brahman 
rolone goes hy the path of the gods after death and 
not the hnower of the Nirguna Brahman. 

Of the soul’s journey (after death) along the 
path of the gods utility in two ways 

otherwise % for a contradiction. 

29. (The souTs) journey along the 
path of the gods is applicable in two ways 
{i.e. differently), for otherwise (there wo'uld 
.result) a contradiction. 

A question is raised that just as the getting 
rid of good and evil is understood as being followed 
hy their aoceptanoe by others, so also the journey 
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after death along the Bevayana, the path of the 
god^, which is sometimes mentioned as following 
the discarding of good and evil, is common to all 
Fpasakas, those of the Nirgnna as well as the 
Saguna Brahman. This Sutra says that it is true 
only of the worshipper of the Saguna Brahman, 
for Brahmaloka being located elsewhere in space, 
the journey has a meaning in his case only. But 
the knowledge which results from absorption in the' 
Kirguna Brahman is merely the destruction of 
ignorance. So what meaning has journey for 
such a person? If the journey applies to him also,, 
then it would contradict Sruti texts like, Shaking 
off good and evil, free from passions-, he reaches- 
the Highest Unity” (Mu. 3. 1. 3). How can one 
who has become Brahman, the pure, the one* 
without movement, go to another place by Be- 
vayana? Since he has already attained his goal,, 
VT4Z. unity, the journey along the Bevayana is 
meaningless for him. Therefore the worshipper 
of the Saguna Brahman alone goes hy the* 
Bevayana. 

II ll 

'cnT'F*Ti Is reason able for the char- 

acteristics which render such journey possible are 
seen as in the world, 

30. (The differentiation mentioned 
above) is reasonable, for the characteristics 
which render such a journey possible are 
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.'s^en (in the case of Saguna Upasan§. bnt 
not in that of, Nirguna Upasana); as (is 
. seen) in the world. 

The differentiation between the paths of the 
worshippers of the Sagnna and Nirgnna Brahman 
is reasonable, because the characteristics or reasons 
for such a journey of the worshipper of the Sagnna 
Brahman, are seen in the VidyS described in the 
Xanshitald Bpanishad. For the texts mention 
certain results which can he attained hy the wor- 
shipper only by going to diFerent places, such as 
mounting the couch and holding conversation with 
Brahman. But with perfect Knowledge or des- 
truction of ignorance, which results . from Kirgniia 
tTpasana, no purpose is served by such a journey. 
‘The distinction is analogous to what is seen in the 
world. To reach a village we have to go by the 
•path ‘which leads to it. Bnt no such journey is 
Required to get rid of our illness. 

Topic 18: dZZ the uwrfthippcrs of the laguna 
Brahman go after death hy the path of the gods io 
Brahmaloha, and not merely those who hnow the 
Panchdgni Vidyd etc., wherein snch ' d pdth is 
specifically mentioned. 

srfw: , srfilds?: ■ ' 

wq.ii^ni 

(There is) no restriction (Devaya,na 

■applies equally) to all (Vidy^Ls of the Saguna 
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Brahman'l there is non-contradiction 

as is soon from the Sriiti and Smriti. 

31. (The passage of the soul by the 
path of the gods) is not restricted (only to 
•certain Yidyas of the Saguna Brahman); 
(it applies equally) to all (Vidy§>s of the 
Saguna Brahman). There is -no contradic- 
tion, as is seen from the Sruti and Smriti. 

In the Panchagni Yidy^ of the Chhdndogya 
the result of such a meditation is said to he the 
passage after death to Jirahmaloka hy the path of 
the gods (Devayana). But such a result is not 
‘exi)licitly stated in the case of the Yaisvaiiara 
Vidya. The question is whether through this 
ATdya also one goes after death along the Devayana 
or not. This Sutra says that all worshii^pers of 
the Saguna Brahman, whatever their Yidyas, go 
after deo.th hy this path. Tor so it is seen from the 
'Sruti and Smriti, “Those who meditate thus 
(Ihroiigh Panchagni Yidy^) and also those who 
meditate in the forest endowed with Sraddha and 
Tapas go hy the path of the gods’’ (Chh. 5. 10. 1). 
This text clearly shows that those who meditate 
upon these five fires, and those dwellers in the 
forest who, endowed with faith and austerity, 
worship the Saguna Brahman through any other 
Yidya,, both go hy the path of the gods. For the 
support of this view by the Smriti see Gita 8. 26.' ' 
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Topic 19: Perfected 'soids may he rehorn for the 
fulfilment of some divine mission. 

So long as tlie mission is not fulfilled 
(there is corporeal) existence of 

those who have a mission to fulfil. " 

32. Of those who have a mission to i- 
fulfil (there is corporeal) existence, so long 
as the mission is not fulfilled. ’! 

Bishi Apantaratania was born again as Yyasa. 
Sanatkumara was born as Skanda. So also other 
Rishis like Vasishtha and Narada were bom again > 

Now these Bishis had attained the knowledge of 
Brahman, and yet they had to be reborn. If that 
is so, what is the utility of such knowledge of' 
Brahman? — says the opponent. This Sutra refutes- ^ 'i 
it and says that ordinarily a pei’sou after attaining 
Knowledge is not reborn. But the case of those- :) 
who have a divine mission to fulfil is difierent. 

Those perfected sages have one or more births until | 
their mission is fulfilled, after which they are not -I 

born again. But then they never come under tho i: 

sway of ignorance although they may be reborn. 

Their case is analogous to that of a livanmukta,. 
who even after attaining Knowledge continues his- 4 
corporeal existence as long as the Prarabdha ; 
Karma lasts. The divine mission of these people- 
is comparable to the Prarabdha Karma. 
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Topic 20: 'Chs negaUve attributes of Brah^ 
'inan mentioned in various leasts are to he oomhined 
in all meditations on Brahman. 




II 

Of tlie conceptions of the (negative) 
attributes of the Imrantable (Brahman) g but 3!^^: 
combination on account of the similar- 

ity (of defining Brahman through denials) and the 
object {vU. Immutable Brahman) being the same 
^JTO^^as in the case of the Upasad (offerings) it 
has been said (by Jaimini). 

33. But the conceptions of the (nega- 
tive) attributes of the Immutable (Brah- 
man) are to be combined (from different 
texts where the Immutable- Brahman is 
treated, in all meditations on the Immut- 
able Brahman, as they form one Vidy4), on 
account of the similarity (of defining the 
Immutable Brahman through denials) and 
the object (the Immutable Brahman) being 
the same, as in the case of the Upasad 
(offerings). It has been said (by Jaimini in 
Purva Mimamsfi,). 

"U Gargi, the hnowers of Brahman say thi?^ 
Immutable (Brahman) is that. It is neither grosH- 
nor * minute, neither slioi’t nor long’^ etc., 
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(Brik. 3. 8. 8). Again we have, supreme 

knowledge is that by which the Immutable (Braii- 
man) is attained. That which is imperceivabie, 
tingr asp able etc. (Mu. 1. 1. 5-6). The question is 
whether the negative attributes in these two texts 
.are to be combined so as to form one Vidya, or 
they are to be treated as two separate Vidyas. The 
opponent holds that these attributes do not directly 
specify the nature of Brahman like the positive 
attributes, bliss, truth, etc., and so the principle 
established in Sutra 3. 3. 11. does not apply ht^re, 
for no purpose is served by such a combination. 
)So each denial is valid only for the text in which 
it occurs and not for other laces. This the Sutra 
refutes and says that such denials are to be com- 
bined, for the method of teaching Brahman 
through denial is the same, and the object of ins- 
truction is also the same, viz. the Immutable 
Brahman. The rule of Sutra 3. 3. 11 applies here 
also, though there we were concerned with positive 
attidbutes and here with negative attributes which 
teach Brahman by an indirect method. The case 
is analogous to the Bpasad offerings. The Man- 
tras for giving these offerings are found only in 
the SS,ma»Veda. But the priests of the Yajur- 
Yeda use this Mantra given in the other Veda. 
This principle is decided hy Jaimini in Burva 
Mimtosa. Similarly here also in the meditation 
on the Immutable (Brahman) the negative attri- 
hntes have to be combined. 
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Topic 21: M }indalM 3.1,1 ttntJ. Katlin 1,3.1 
form one Vidyd. 

II 

On account of describing as tliis 

much. 

34. Because (the same thing) is des- 
cribed as such and such- 

“Two birds of beautiful plumage , . . one of 
them eats the sweet and bitter fruits thereof, the 
other witnesses without eating “ (Mu, 3. 1. 1), 
Again we have, “There are the two . . . enjoying 
the results of their good deeds’’ ('le. (Kuth. 1. 3. 1). 
1ji these two texts do we Jiave two clite‘ent 
Tidy as, or one only? The oi)i)onent holds that 
■these are two Vidyas, for unlike the meditation on 
the Immutable, where the object of meditation 
was one, as shown in the previous Sutra, here 
there are different objects of meditation. That it 
is so is clear, for of the texts cited above, the 
Mundaka text says only one eats the fruit, while 
the other does not; in Katha, however, both of 
them enjoy the results of their good actions. So 
the object of meditation is not identical. The 
Sui-ra refutes it and says that they form one Yidya, 
for both describe the same liord as existing thus 
and thus, i.e. in the form of the diva. In other 
words, the object of the two texts is to teach about 
•fche Supreme Brahman and ‘^how the identity of 
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tlie Jiva and Braliinan.. Tt lias been explained in 
1. 2. 11 tliat tbe Supreme Lord does not actually 
enjoy tKe fruits of actions, but is said to do so 
because of His being mentioned along with, the 
Jiva, which does, as when we say, 'The men with 
the uinhrella’, where only one of them has the 
umbrella. Therefore the object of the raeditationt 
being one, the Yidyas are also one. 

Topiy 22: Brlhadd'nmijalca 3.4J and 3.3.1 
consUtute one Vidyd. 

II I 

^3??^ As being the innermost of all in 

the case of the elements WefRT- ( teaching ) of the 
same Self. 

35. The same Self (is taught) as being 
the innermost of all, as in the case of the 
elements. 

In the Brihadaranyaka we find ITshasta 
([iiestioiiing Yajnavalkya thus : “Explain to me 
tile, Braiimuii that is iniinediate and direct — ^the^ 
self that is within alP’; and Ydjnavalkya replies: 
“That which breathes through Prana is yonr self,, 
ihat is within all” (Brill. 3, 4. 1).* In the same^ 
Lpanishad 3. 5. 1, to the same question put by 
Kahola, Yajnavalkya replies: “That which 

transcends hunger and thirst, grief and delusion, 
decay and death. Knowing this very Self” etc. 
I'he opponent bolds that these two are separate* 
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Vidyas, because tbe answers given being different, 
tbe objects referred to must be different. Tbe 
Sutra refutes tbis and says that tbe object is one, 
the Sxipreme Self, for it is impossible to conceive 
two Selves being sinmltaneonsly the innermost of 
all in tbe same body, even as none of tbe live 
elements constituting tbe body can be the inner- 
most of ail in tbe true sense of tbe term, tbougb 
relatively one clement cian be inside another. 
Similarly one Self alone can be tbe innermost of 
all. Therefore tbe same Self is taught in both tbe 
answers. 

^3R%dT- 

^^11 II 

Otherwise the repetition cannot 

be accounted for ^ it be said ^ not so 
^vR^like another instruction (in the Chlia.ndogya), 

36. If it be said (that the two Vidy§.s 
;are separate, for) otherwise the repetition 
^cannot be accounted for, (we say) not so; 
(it is) like (the repetition) in another 
instruction (in the Ghh^ndogya). 

An objection is raised that unless tbe two 
texts refer to txvo different Selves, tbe repetition 
of tbe same subject would be meaningless. Tbis 
Sutra says that it is not like that. The repetition 
, has a significance. It is intended do make tbe 
«txtd ent understand tbe subject more (convincingly 
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from different angles, and so tire repetition doef^ 
not justify us to take that two different Selves are 
taught here, even as the repetition of the teaching 
‘Thou art Tlia'^’’ nine times does not entitle us to 
take the whole teaching in the Chhandogya as 
more than one Vidy^. The diference in answer is 
due to the fact that the sec.ond answer tells some- 
thing special about the Self. In the first it is 
taught that the Self is dift’ereut from the body; in 
the second, that It is heyf)iKl relative attributes. 

Toyir :do: The Sr nil v.njoinn reciprocal niedita-- 
tion in Ait. /ir. 2. 2. 4. G and not merely one way^ 

n 11 

Keciprocity (of meditations) (the 

scriptures) prescribe (this) % for ^OTcj[,as in other 
cases. 

37. (There is) reciprocity (of medita- 
tion), for the scriptures prescribe this, as 
in other cases* 

In the Aitareya Aranyaka we have, “What I 
am, that He is; wliat He is, that am I” (3. 2. 4. 6). 
The question here is whether the meditation is to 
he of a reciiu’ocal nature, i.e. identifying the wor- 
shipper with the being in the sun, and then, 
inversely,, identifying the being in the sun with 
the worshipper; or only in the first named way. 
The opponent holds that the meditation is to he 
one way only and not in the reverse way also. 
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For tke first meditation lias a meaning, inasmuch 
as it raises the Jiva to the level of Brahman,, 
but lowering Brahman to the Jiva state is meaning- 
less. The present Sutra refutes this view and 
says that the meditation is to be both ways, for 
otherwise such a statement would be useless. Sruti 
expressly prescribes the reverse meditation, even 
as it prescribes elsewhere that the Lord is to be 
meditated upon as having true determination 
(Satya Sankalpa) and so on. This is not lowering 
Brahman, since He who has no body can be wor- 
shipped even as possessing a form. 

To'pic 24: Jhnliaddfanyaka, J. 4. 1. and J. 2 
treat of one Vidyd about Satya Brahma/n. 

ft II II 

^ Th('. same (Satya-Vidy^) ft because 

(atfcributcs like) Satya etc. 

;38. The same (Satya-Vidya is taught 
ill lioth places), because (attributes like) 
>r>Htya etc. (are seen in both places). 

In the Brihad&xanyaka 5. 4. 1 we have. “He 
who knows this great, adorable, first bom (being) 
as the Satya Brahman, conquers these worlds/' 
Agoin in 5. 5. 2 we have, “That which is Satya is 
that sun — ^the being who is in that orb and the 
being who is in the right eye ... he destroys 
evils/’ Are these two Satyn-Yidyas one or difierent? 
The Sutra says that they are one, inasmuch as the 
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second text refers to tlie Satya of th.© earlier text 
l)y saying, ‘‘That which is Satya” etc. Bat it may 
he said that the resTilt of these two meditations is 
■different, as is seen from the texts : In the first it 
is said that such a ])erson ('-onquers these worlds, 
and in the second, that he destroys evils. Tn 
reality, however, there is only one result in hoth 
cases, and the mention of result in the latter case 
is merely hy way of praise of the further instruc- 
tion given about Satya. 

Topic- 2f): Aliributc.'f ’numtioned in (Jlih. 8. 1. 7 
<miL B74h. 4. 4, 22 are to he comhined on- account 
of a number of common features in hoth the temts. 

1 1 n 

(True) desire etc. in the other ^ 
(those mentioned) in the other and on 

account of the abode etc. 

39. (Qtialities like true) desire etc- 
(mentioned in the Chhandogya are to be 
inserted) in the other {i.e. in the Brihad- 
^rany^a) and (those mentioned) in the 
other {i.e. in the Brihadaranyaka are also 
to be inserted in the Chh^ndogya), on 
account of the abode etc. (being the same in 
both) . 

In the Chhandogya 8. 1. 1 we have, “There is 
the city of Brahm.an and in it the palace-like lotus 
and in that the small ether . . , That is the 
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• Self” etc. Again in the Brihadtoiiyaka 4.. 4. 22 
•we have, “That great birth] ess Self which is iden- 
tified with the intellect . . . lies in the ether 

that is within the heart.’’ The question is whether 
the two constitute one Yidya and hence the i^arti- 
•culars are to be combined, or not. The Sutra says 
that they form one ^^idya, and the qualities men- 
tioned in each are to be, (tombined in the other, for 
many points ai’e common to both. There is the 
•same abode, the same Lord is the object of medi- 
tation, and so ‘ on. There is, however,, one differ- 
ence between the two texts. The Ohh&ndogya. 
treats of the Saguiia Brahman while the Brihad- 
Arahyaka treats of the Nirguiia Brahman. But 
then as the Saguna Brahman is in reality one with 
the JSTirguna, this Sutra i^resoribes combination of 
qualities for glorifying Brahman, and not for the 
purpose of TJpasanli. 

'T</ptr P}uh)afjtuhi>l r<i nrcti )ini hr ob.scrved 

•on (livys of fast. 

II Vo II 

On account of tlu* r(>siHH‘t shown 
there can be no omission. 

40. On account of the respect shown 
(to the Pranagnihotra by the Sruti) there 
.can be no omission (of this act). 

This Sutra gives the view of the opponent. 

In the yaisvS,nara Yidya of the Chh^ndogya 
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tile Up^snka, before lie takes Ilis meals is asked first 
to offer food to eack of tke Pr§,nas, saying, “To 
Prana I offer tkis.” Tke Sruti attackes suck im- 
portance to tkis Pranagniliotra tkat it enjoins food 
to be offered to tke Pranas even before entertaining 
guests, wkom all Hindus are supposed to attend 
before tkey take any food. Tke question is wketker 
tkis Pran^nikotra is to be observed even on days 
of fasting. ' Tkis Sutra says tkat tkere skould be 
no omission of it, and so it must be observed even 
on fast days by sipping at least a few drops of 
water, since tke Sruti attackes suck importance 
to it. 


When food is served from that traj 
‘Hmu.for so (tke Sruti) declares. 

41. When food is served, from that 
(the Pr^nagaihotra is to be performed), 
for so (the Sruti) declares. 

Tkis refutes tke view expressed in tke last 
Sutra and says tkat tke Pranagnikotra need not be- 
performed, on fasting days, for tke Sruti says, 
“Therefore tke first food which comes is meant for 
Homa. And ke who offers tkat first oblation should 
offer it to Prana, saying Svaka’" (Ckk. 5, 19. 1). 
Tke importance given by tke Sruti is only to tke 
effect tkat tke first portion of tke food, on those 
days when it is taken, skould be offered to tkfr 
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Pranas, and not that it slioulcl be observed even on 
fasting days. 

Topic :Tt : ijpdxoiidfi mentioned in eomiec.tion with 
certain mcrifices arc not of them and hence 

are not imeparahly connected wUh them. 

Wqjl II 

No rule about the inviolability 
of that that being seen (from the Sruti) 

separate %for non -obstruction result. 

42. There is no rule about the inviola- 
bility of that. (i.e. Upasan^s connected 
with certain sacrifices); that is seen (from- 
the Sruti itself) ; for a separate effect 
(belongs to the Upasan^s), oiz. non-obstruc- 
tion (of the results of the sacrifice). 

Tbe question wbether certain Upasanas men-^ 
tioned with some sacrifices are part of those sacri- 
fices and therefore inseparably connected with- 
tiiem, is taken up for discussion. This Sutra says 
that such Upasanas do not form a part of the sacri- 
fice, for there is no rule as to their inseparability. 
On the other hand the scripture clearly says that 
the sacrifice can he performed with or without 
them. “Therefore both he who knows this, and he 
who does not, perform the sacrifice” (Chh. 1. 1. 10). 
See also Chh. 1. 10. 9. The Sruti, moreover, men- 
tions a separate effect of the Up^sanSs apart from 
that of the sacrifice, viz. the nqn-obstru^tion '('i.e. 



■m 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.3.43 


.^eiilianceiiaeiit) of the results of the sacrifice. “The 
sacrifice which a man performs with knowledge etc. 
is more powerfnF^ (Chh, 1. 1. 10). It means that 
the original sacrifice would have got its own results, 
hut the TJpasana enhanccvs those results. So the 
results of the sacrifice with or without the TJpasana 
•are different. Therefore the TJpasana does 
no-t form part of the sacrifice, and hence may, 
or may not he performed according to the pleasure 
vof the sacrilicer. ISTon-ohstruction may he ex- 
plained thus : The sacrifice without the TJpasana 
u''ould have hud the prescribed results, hut tlie 
TJpasana prevents any ohstruction to those results. 
Tills, however, does not make it a, part of the sacri- 
fice. Sometimes the results of the sacrifice are 
-delayed owing to the intervention of^ any had 
Karma of the sacrificer, hut the IJp^san^ destroys 
the effect of that, and the results are attained 
earlier. Here, howeve:*, the sacrifice does not 
depend upon the TJpasana for its results, though 
they might have heen delayed. Hence the TJpasan^ 
is not a part of the sacrifice, and is therefore 
•-optional. 

Topic M ciUidHAin.'i on Vaiju amlTvana aro 
io hr kept Acpdvofc in spite of the essepxtial oneness 
-of these two. 

II 

' S^FR?tAs in the case of the ofierings exactly 
' that ^3"^ has bnen stated. 
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43. (The meditations on V%’U and' 
Prtoa are different owing to their different 
functions, though the two are essentially 
one) ; (it is) exactly as in the case of the 
offerings (of cakes to Indra the ruler, tlie^ 
monarch, and the sovereign separately). 
This has been stated (by Jaiiriini in Purvii 
Mimamsa-Sutras). 

In the Samvarga Vidya of the Chhandogya, 
meditation on Prana with reference to the body 
and on Vayu with reference to the gocle is pres- 
cribed. [N'ow many texts declare that Pr^na and" 
Vdyu are one in essence. S(' the opponent holds 
that the two meditations can he eomhined. The* 
Sntra refutes the view end says lhal they are to he 
kept apart, in spite of the non-difference in nature 
of Vayn and Prana; for their fnindions due to their 
different abodes are diffoirnt. Just as oblations arc 
separately given to Tndrn llio ruler, the monarch, 
and the sovereign at'cording to his different capa- 
cities, though he is one god; so the meditations on 
Yayn and Prana have to be kept apart. This prin- 
ciple is (‘stablished by lainnni in Pnrva 
Miraamsa , 

Topic The in- A (jnirahaaya of the 

Briliadamnya-ha are not part of the sanrifi-cini act, 
Inut constitute a separate Vidyd. 

^ II II 

On nconimt of tho abundance cf 
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indicatory marks ^t?l.it (an indicatory mark) for 
is stronger ^tliat also. 

44. On account of the abundance of 
indicatory marks (the fires of the mind, 
-speech, etc. in the Agnirahasya of the 
V^jasaneyins do not form part of the 
sacrifice), for it (an indicatory mark) is 
stronger (than the context). That also (has 
been stated by Jaimini). 

Ill Agnirahasya of the Satapatha Brahmana 
{‘ortain fires, named after mind, speech, eyes, etc. 
are mentioned. The question is whether these form 
part of the sacrifice mentioned therein,, or form an 
independent Yidya. The Sutra says that in vspite 
of the priim facie view which arises from the con- 
text, these constitute an independent Yidya. Tor 
there are many indicatoiy marks to show that these 
fires form a Yidya; and indicatory marks are more 
forceful than the context, according to Purva 
MimtosS. 

'p-fei?!: Alternativo. forms of the one mentioned 
■first on account of the context Wrought to 

be part of the sacrifice like the imaginary 

drink. 

45. (The fires spoken of in the pre- 
vious Sutra are) alternative, forms of the 
one mentioned first {i.e, the actual sacri- 
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ficial lire) on account of the context; (they) 
ought to be part of the sacrifice like the 
imaginary drink. 

The opponent rairies a fresli objection. In a 
eertam sacrifice a Soma drink is offered to Praja- 
pati, wherein the earth is regarded as the cnp and 
the sea as the Soma. This is a mental act only, 
and yet it forms a part of the sacrifice. So these 
fires also, though mental, i.e, imaginary, are yet 
part of the sacrifice, and not an independent Yidy^, 
hecanse of the context. They are rather an alter- 
native form of the first-mentioned actual fixe. 

II II 

atf<A«|il, Oil account of the extension (of th(‘ 
attributes of the first to these fires) ^ and, 

46. And on account of the extension 
(of the attributes of the actual fire to these 
imaginary fires). 

The opponent gives u lurther reason in suppt)rL 
of his view. The Sruti in that passage aftrihutee 
all the qualities of the actual fire to these imaginary 
fires. Hence they are part of the sacrifice. 

II 

VidyS; indeed 5 becaiise 

(the Sruti) assorts it. 

47. But (the fires) rather form a 
Yidy^, because (the Sruti) asserts it. 
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4l)i> 

'But' refutes the oppoiK'iit, The Sutra says. 
Ilial. the fires constitute a Vhdya, for the text asserts 
•iliat ‘'They are made of hnowledge only,” and that 
"By knowledge and mediialiou they are made for 
him.” 

II II 

Because, (oF the indicatory marks) seen ^ 

and. 

48. And because (of the iadicatory 
marks) seen. 

The indicatory marks are lliose i-ef erred to iii' 

(Sutra 44. 

^ srrq-: ii n 

Bec'ausc of the greater force of the 
Sruti etc. ii,r. iudit!atory mark and syntactical 
connection) and «T cannot be refuted. 

49. And because of the greater force' 
of the Sriiti etc. {i.e. indicatory mark and 
syntactical connection), (the view that the 
fires constitute a Vidy^) cannot be refuted. 

The vSruti directly says, "All these hres are' 
kindled with knowledge alone,” The indicatory 
mark is this: “All beings kindle these fires for 
liim, even when he is asleep.” This continuity of 
the fires indicates that they are mental ones. An 
actual sacrifice is not continued during sleep. The 
syntactical connection is; "Through meditation 
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alone are these ifires of the worshipper; kindled.'^ 
These three are more forcible than mere cbntext. 






' " II 

From the connection and so on 
(oxtensiQn etc.) even as other Vidyfl-s 

are separate (it is) seen ^ and this has 

been said (by Jainaihi). h 


60 i From the conneetion and so" on 
(extension etc.) (the fites constitute a Sepa- 
rate Vidy^), even as other Vidy4s’.,(like th,e 
S^ndilya Vidya) .are separate. And (it is) 
se^n (that in, spite of the context a sacrifice 
is; treated as independent). This has been 
said (by Jaimini in Purva Mimltms^,- 
Sntras). 

' This Sutra gives additional reasons in support 
of the vie>7 set forth in Sutra 47. The text cour 
nects for purposes of Sampad TTp^sanS .(nieditatiopp- 
based on resemblance) parts of a' sacrifice :wi1^ men- 
tal ^activities, e.£f. “These fires are started mentally, 
th^ altars are set up mentally everything 

connected with this sacrifice ivS done ; mentally/' 
T^ia is possible tmly if there is a sharp difference 
between things resembling each other, 

;.r’The fires form a separate Yidya, ev4n as the 
Sapdilya^ Yklyfi, Baharfi Yidy§,> ©ter form :?sdp'arate 


n.s.— 2f5 
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Vidyas, altlioiig*}! mentioned alongi witli sacrificial 
acts. Moreover, it is seen in tlie sacrificial portion 
nf tke Vedas tke sacrifice Aveskti, thongli men- 
tioned along v?itli the Itajasnya sacrifice, is yet 
regarded as an independent sacrifice "by Jaimini 
in his Purva MimtosA-Sntras. 

^'tirqRt: II n 

^ Not in spite of the resemblance 

for it is seen as in the case af death 

^ ft tjJl'umfa: for the world does not become (fire, 
because of certain resemblances). 

51. In spite of the resemblance (of tM 
fires to the imaginary drink, they do) not 
(form part of the sacrificial act), for it is 
seen (from the reasons adduced that they 
-constitute an independent Vidy^); (the 
mental affair here is) as in the case of death, 
for the world does not become (fire because 
of certain resemblances). 

This Sutra refutes the argument of the oppo- 
nent given in Sutra 45 » The resemblance cited by 
the opponent there cannot stand, for on account of 
the reasons already adduced, viz. the Sruti, indi- 
catory mark, etc., the fires in question subserve the 
purpose of man only, and not any sacrifice. Mere 
resemblance cannot justify the opposite viCw. Ajay- 


i 
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thing can resemble anything in certain respects; 
still the things are diifferent. The resemblance 
^cited is like the common epithet; ‘deatV applied to 
tire and the being in the sun. “The being in that 
<orb is death indeed’' (Sat. Br. 10. 5. 2. 3). “Fire 
is death” (Brih. 8. 2. 10). This resemblance can- 
not make? fire and the being in the sun one. Again 
we have : “This world is a fire indeed, 0 Grotama, 
the sun its fuel” etc. (Chh. 5. 4. 1). Here from 
the similarity of fuel and so on the earth does not 
;aotually become fire. 

q^or XT 

II II 

From the. subsequent (Brahmana) and 
of the text the fact of being such 

■^^1?!, on account of the abundance 3 l)ut 
connection. 

52. And from the subsequent (Br^h~ 
mana) the fact of the text (under discus- 
sion) being such {i.e. enjoining a separate 
^ddya) (is known}. But the connection (of 
the imaginary fires with the actual fire is) on 
account of the abundance (of the attributes 
-of the latter that are imagined in these 
fires). 

In' a subsequent Brahmana we have, “By 
iknowledge they ascend there where all wishes are 
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jitttuiuecl. Those skilled in works do not go there’’' 
etc. Here Vidya is praised and work depreciated, 
i’rom.this we find that what has been shown, mz. 
that the fires form a Vidya, is the injunction of the ’ 
Sriiti. The connection of the fires with the acituaf 
fire is not because they form part of the sacrifice,, 
hut- because many ol' the attributes of the real fire- 
are imagined iu tlie fires of the Vidya. 

I .• 

. ' Topic 30: The Self is a separate enf/iUj from 
the body. 

Till now the ripavSimavS have been discussed'.. 
But the utility of these T'pasanas depends on the 
existence of an individual apart from the body who- 
can reap the results of the TJpasanas. In the 
absence of such an individual the IJptonas and . 
eVen Vedanta teaching become useless. So in this 
topib'-the existence of an Atman apart from the- 
body is taken up for discussion. 

3rrc?r?f: 2 ^ 

^ Some (deny) (the existence) of an 

.jAtman (besides the body) (^) (for It) . 

pxistp (only) when there is a body. 

' 1 53. Some (deny) (the existence) of an 
Atman (separate from the body), (for- It) 
exists (only) .when, there is a body. 

• ' This -fi^utra gives the view of the Ghfirvakas ot 
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anatexialistsj wKo deny the exintence of iin Atman 
other than the body. They say that man is only st 
body, having consciousness for its quality, and that 
consciousness is like the intoxicating property thht 
is produced when certain materials are put toge- 
ther, none of which singly is intoxicating. They 
•arrive at this conclusion in this way. Conscious- 
ness is seen to exist only when there is a hody. 
Independent of the body it is nowhere experienced. 
.Hence it is only a quality of the body. There- 
iore, there is no separate Self in this body. 

'raniK^ii 

Separateness (conscious- 

loess) does not exist even when thei*e is the body •{ 
not (so) 5 blit in the c.ase of cognition. 

54. But not (so); (a Self) separate 
;(froin the body does exist), for (conscious- 
ness) does hot exist even when there is the 
body (after death) ; as in the case of 
ignition. 

This 8utra refutes the view expressed in the 
.previous one. Consciousness cannoi he a quality 
^of the body, for we do not find (‘onscioiisness in a 
body after a person dies. So this consciousness is a 
quality of something different from and residing 
in the body. Again the Chfirvakas also accept that 
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tile cog'uizer is different from the thing cognized. 
If sOj, since we experience our body, we who cog- 
nize it must be different from om* body; and this 
thing which cognizes this body of ours is the Self, 
and consciousness is a quality of this Self, .rather 
its nature. 

Topic SI: Updsands connected wvth sacrificial 
acts, e.,g. the Udgitha Updsond, are valid for alf 

SdhJids. 

^ II II 

(UpAsanfi-s) connected with parts (of 
sacrificial acts) 3 ^ to (particular) 

SAkhAs % because 5i(d44HC.iii each Veda. 

55. But (the Upasanas) connected' 
with parts (of sacrificial acts are) not (res- 
tricted) to (particular) SMchas only of each 
Veda (but to all its oM^has), because (the 
same IJp^san^ is described in all). 

There are certain Up Asanas mentioned in con- 
nection with sacrificial acts, as, for example, the 
meditation on "Om’ which is connected with the 
Udgitha as PrAna, or the meditation on the 
Udgitha as the earth and so on. The question is 
whether these meditations are enjoined with refer- 
ence to the Udgitha and so on as belonging to a> 
certain SakhA of a Veda or as belonging to all its 
Sakhas. The doubt arises because the Udgitha 
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and so on are dianted differently in different 
8aklias, and as such they may he considered 
different. This Sutra refutes the view that they 
are so restricted, because the text speaks of these 
Upasanas in general, and so they are one in all 
the branches. 

ip5iiRM5isRd«i: II II 

t<«tiR'ia,Like Mantras etc. ^ or else there 

is no contradiction. 

56. Or else like Mantras etc. there is 
no contradiction (here). 

Just as Mantras etc. mentioned in only one 
Sakh& are xised in another Sakha with respect to 
that particular rite, so also the Upasanas con^ 
iiHcted with particular rites iu one Sakha of the 
Veda can be applied to the other S^kh^s. 

Tryptc Vaisvdnara (Jpdmnd is one entire 

Updsand. 

II II 

On the entire form as in the case of 

sacrifice importance so % for (the 

Sruti) shows. 

57. Importance (is given to the medi- 
tation) on the entire form (of Vaisvdnara) 
as in the case of sacrifice; for so (the Srnti) 
shows. 


410 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.3.57 


lii^the' CliKandogyii Upanisliad 5. 11-18 we 
jtave tlie Vaisvatiara V'idya, tke meditation on the 
eosmic form of. the Lord, where we are asked to 
imagine that His head is the heavens, His eye the 
Him, and so on. In those sections we find difierc^iit 
results mentioned for each part of the XJpasana. 
For example, the result of meditating on His head 
as the heavens is : . ‘ Hde eats food, sees his dear 
ones, and ' has Fedic gdory in his house"* 
<Chh. 5. 12. 2). Now' the question is whether the 
(Sruti here speaks only of one XJpasana on the 
whole cosmic form, or also piecemeal Upasanas. 
This Sutra says that it is the foi’mer. The separate 
results mentioned for detached O’pasan^s are to be 
combined into one aggregate with the principal 
meditation. That the Sruti intends only .the 
entire TJpasanS, is moreover known from the fact 
that it discourages part XJpasana in such expres- 
sions as “Tom’ head would have fallen if you had 
not come to me"’ (Ghh. 6. 12. 2). The case is 
similar to (tertain sacrifices which include sevei'al 
minor sacrifices, the combined result of which 
completes that of the main sacrifices. That only 
one entire XJpasana is intended is also' inferred 
from the .fact that the section begins thus : ‘’‘Whicli 
is our Self, which is the Brahman” (Chh. 5. 11. 1) 
— ^which shows that the entire Brahman is sought 
as the object of meditation. It ends also thus; 
“Of that Vaisvanara Self Sutejas is the head” etc. 
(Ohli. 5. 18. 2). 
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Topic S3: VanoifH VidyoH lihe the Sdndihja 
\ idyll, Dahara Vidyd, and no on are to he hept 
■separate and not eomhined. iruto one eTUt/ire 
fl piisond. 

II V II 

•Cpn Diftbreat owing to (lifferencc of 

words etc. 

58. (Various Vidj^^as like the Saudilya, 
Dahara, etc. are) different owing to differ- 
>ence of words etc. 

Iix the last Sutra it was shown that though 
the Sruti mentions meditations on parts of the cos- 
mic form, yet the meditation on the entire form is 
what is intended -by the 8ruti. Following this 
argument the ox)ponent says that as the object of 
meditation is the one Lord, we ai’e to combine all 
Ihe different VTdyus lilce the vSandilya Vi'dya, 
Dahara Vidya, vSatya Yidya, and so on into one 

• composite meditation on the Lord. This Sntra 
refutes that view and says that these different 
Yidyas a.re separate, be(‘ause the Sruti prescribes 
tliein using different words, ‘He knows’, ‘Let him 
meditate’, ‘Let him form the idea’, etc. and this 

• difference of terms is acknowledged to be a test of 
the difference of acts by Purvn Miniamsa. ‘Etc.’ 

• refers to other reasons like the difference in quali- 
ties. I’hough the object of meditation is the one 
Lord, yet owing to the difference, in qualities that 
:are imagined in different Lpasanas He is different. 
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Moreover, it is an impossibility to combine all tbe 
various Yidyas into one. So tlie different Vidyas. 
are to be kept separate, and not combined into one 
general meditation. 

Topic 34: Amon/j Vidyas relating to Brahman 
any one alone should be selected accordnng tO' 
one^s choice, 

3rf^g->?i5!55rTtI,l| II 

Option on aocnnnt of (all 

Vidy^bs) having the same result. 

59. There is option (with respect to< 
tlie several Vidyas), because the result (of 
all the Vidyas) is the same. 

As the result of all the Yidyas is the realiza- 
tion of Brahman, it is enough if one takes ux) any 
one of them according to his liking and sticks to 
it till he reaches the goal. And once Brahman is 
realized through one of these Yidyas, resorting to 
another is useless. Besides, to practise more than, 
one meditation at a time would only distract one’s- 
mind and thereby retard one^s progress. Therefore 
one must restrict oneself to one particular Yidya. 

Topic 35: Meditations yielding special desires 
may or may not he coonhined according to liJcing,. 

=IT, ■ 

*n5tI?^||^oH 

sppRlTi Yidyfiis for particular desires 5 but 
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according to one^s desire one may combine 

^ ^ or not on account of the absence 

of the preceding reason. 

60. But Vidyas for particular desires- 
may be combined or not according to one's 
desire on account of the absence of the 
reason (mentioned in the) previous (Sutra). 

In the last Sutra it was said that any one of^ 
the Vidyas about Brahman should be taken up,,, 
and that more than one at a time should not he 
taken up, because each VidyS was quite sufficient 
and more than one wonld distract the mind. Now 
there are various Vidyas whch are practised not- 
for the realization of Brahman, but to yield some 
particular desire. As, for example, in the Chhdn- 
(logy a 3. lo. 2; T. 1. 5. The question is whether 
one is to restrict onself to only one of these Vidyas, 
or can practise more than one at a time. This 
Sutra says that as the results are different, unlike' 
that of the Brahma Vidyas, one can take up more 
than one Vidya or not according to one^s pleasure. 

T'opu' •%': M eiUtations connected with vieiu- 
hers of sacrificial acts may or may not he combined, 
according to UJdng. 

31^3 II II 

31^5 With regard to^ (meditations) eomiceted 
with members (of .sacilficial acts) it is as 

with (the members) with which they arc connected. 
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■ 61. With, regard (to meditations) 
-connected with members (of sacrificial acts) 
it is as with (the members) with which they 
are connected. 

Sutras 61-64 give the view of the opponent. 
Different instructions connected with a sacrifice 
.are mentioned in the different Yedas. Now the 
scriptures themselves say that all these naemhers 
mentioned in the different Vedas are to be com- 
bined for the due performance of the main one. 
The question now is, what is the rule to he followed 
with respect to the Ijpdsan^s connected with these 
members? This jSuira says that the same rule 
whi(ih applies to the members aqiplies also to the 
Tpasanas connected with them. In „other words, 
.all these TJpasanas are also to be combined. 

II II 

From the injunction of tho Srnti and. 

62. And from the injitncfion of the 
Sruti. 

Even as the members are scattered in the 
'different Vedas, so are also the meditations con- 
nected with them. There is no difference as 
regards the injunction of the Sruti with respect to 
dliese meditations. 

II 

63., On account of the rectification. 

A further reason is given by the opponent. 
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^‘Now verily tluit wliiijli T^flgitlia i}^ ‘Oin\ 
and tliat wliick is is TTdgitlia. (If one know&' 
this) then from the seat {i.e. through proper func- 
tioning) of the Hotri (lie) rectifies all defective 
singing (of the Udgatri)^' (Ohh. 1. 5. 5). Here it 
is said that the mistakes committed by the TTdgatri 
(chanting priest of the Sama-Yeda) are rectified by 
the recitation of the Hotri (invoking priest of the- 
Rig-Yeda), which shows that the meditations, 
though they are given in the different Yedas, are 
yet interlinked. So all of them have to be 
observed. 

II ^1? II 

From tlio Sruti declaring the feat- 
lire ‘Om^ as being common to all the Vedas ^ and. 

64. And from the Sruti declaring the 
syllable 'Om’ which is a common feature (of 
the Udgitha Vidya), to be common to all 
the Vedas. 

, “Through tliis does th() Yedic Yidya proceed*' 
(Chh. 1. 1. 9). This is said with reference to the 
syllable ‘Om*, which is (‘ommon to all the Yedas 
and all the IJpasanas in them. This shows that as 
the abode of all Yidyas is common, so are the 
Yidyas that abide in it, and therefore all of them 
are to be observed. 

5T % li li 

•r sn Rather not their correlation 

not being mentioned by the vSriitl. 
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65. (The meditations connected 
members of sacrificial acts are) rather not 
(to be combined), as the Sruti does not say 
that they are so correlated. 

This and the following Sntra give the conclu- 
sion. The rule for combining the instructions 
regarding sacrifices that are scattere([ in all the 
Vedas cannot be applied with respect to the 
IJpasanas connected with them. In the former 
case, if the instructions are not combined, the 
sacrifice itself will fail. But not so if the TJpfisanas 
are not practised, for Upasanas only enhance the 
results of the sacrifice. (Vide 3. 3. 42). They are 
not insepai'able from the sacrifice. So they may 
•oi may not be practised. 

II II 

Because the Sruti says so ^ and. 

66. And because the Sruti says so, 

“Tile BralimaTT (superinl ending priest) who 

knows this protects the saiaifice, the sacrifice!’, and 
all tbe otbcr priests’’ (Ohh. 4. IT. 10). This shows 
that the scriptures do not intend that all the 
nleditations should go together. If it were so, 
flien nil the priests would know all of them and 
there is no sense in the Sruti distinguishing the 
(pialified superintending priest from the rest. 

The meditations, therefore, may or may not be 
t'lnnbined Recording to one’s taste. • 



CHAPTER III 


Section iv 

In tlie last section were discussed the Vidyas, 
.the means to the imowledge of Brahman. This 
section discusses whether this knowledge of Brah- 
man is connected with ritualistic work through the 
agent, or whether it independently serves the pur- 
pose of man (Purush^rtha) . Man tries to attain 
the fulfilment of his desires, discharge of duties, 
acquisition of wealth, and Liberation. The ques- 
tion is whether knowledge of Brahman serves any 
of these purposes, or is merely connected with 
sacrificial acts in so far as it imparts to the agent a 
certain qualification. 

Topic 1: Knowledge of Brahman is not subor- 
dinate to sacrificial acts, 

ii I n 

Purpose of man from this from 

the scriptures ^ thus (says) Bfl,dar6.yana. 

1. From this (results) the purpose of 
man, because of the scriptures ; thus (says) 
B4dar4yana. 

B^darayana basing his arguments on the Sruti 
texts says that the knowledge of Brahman effects 



418 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.4,2 


man's liigliest purpose and is not a part of sacri- 
ficial acts. It leads to Liberation. The scrip turali. 
authority referred to i>s texts like: “The knower 
of the Self goes beyond grief’.^ (Chh. 7. 1. 3); “He- 
who knows that Supreme Brahman becomes indeed^ 
Brahman^’ '(Mu. 3. 2 . 9); “The knower of Brah- 
man' attains the Highest’^ (Taitt. 2. 1). 

II R II 


account of being sui^plementary (to 
sacrificial acts) are mere praise of the 

agent ^T^TT even as 81^ in other cases thus (says) 
Jaimini. 

2. Because (the Self) is supplement- 
ary (to sacrificial acts), (the fruits of the 
]?:nowledge of the Self) are mere praise of 
the agent, even as in other cases; thus says 
Jaimini. 


A(‘cording to Juiniiin the Yedas merely ju’es- 
cribe acts to attain certain purposes including 
Liberation, and nothing* more. He argues that the 
knowledge of the Self does no't yield any indepen- 
dent results, as Yedanta holds, but is connected 
with the acts through the agent. Ho one under- 
takes a sacrificial act unless he is conscious of the- 
fact that he is different from -fche body and that 
after death he will go to heaven,, where lie, will- 
enjoy the results of his sacrifices. Texts dealing 
with >S elf -knowledge serve merely to enlighten the 
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agent and so are siiboi’cliiuite to sacrificial acts. 
Tile fruits; howeyer, wliicli ilie Vedanta texts 
declare witli regard to )Self-kn(»wledge are merely 
praise, eyen as texts declare sucli re.snlts by way of 
praise witli respect to otbcr matters. In short, 
Jiiiiniui holds that by the knowledge that his Sell 
will oiitliye the body, the agent becomes qualified 
for sacrificial actions, even as other things become 
fit in sacrifice’s tliroiigh iinrificatory ceremonies. 


n ^ ii 

Bocansc of the conduct found (from 

the scriptures). 

3. Because we find (from the script- 
ures such) conduct (of men of realization). 

“Janaka, emperor of Vi deha iierformcd a 
sacrifice in which gifts were freely distributed’’ 
(Brill. 3. 1. 1); ‘M am going to perform -a sacri- 
fice, sirs” (Chh, 5. 11. 5). Now both Janaka and 
Asvapati were knowers of the Self. If by this know- 
ledge of the Self they had attained Liberation,, 
there was no need for them to perforin sacrifices. 
But the two texts quofed show that they did per- 
form sacrifices. This pr(3Te& that it is ilu’ough 
sacrificial acts alone that one utluins Liberation, 
and not through the knowledge of the Self, as the 
Vedantins hold. 

ms. ^27 
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11 ^ II 

Because the scriptures directly declare 

tliat. 

4. That {ciz. that knowledge of • the 
Self stands in a subordinate relation to 
sacrificial acts) • . the scriptures directly 
declare. 

“That alone which is performed with .know- 
iifedge, faitli, and meditation hecomes powerful” 
•(Ohh. 1. 1. 10); This- text clearly shows that 
knowledge is a part of the sacrificial act. 

)i Ml 

5. Because the two (knowledge and 
work) go together (with the departing soul 
to produce the results), 

“It is followed hy knowledge, work, and past 
experience” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). This text shows that 
knowledge ancl work go together with the soul and 
produce the effect which it is destined to enjoy. 
Knowledge iiidependently is not able to prodtice 
any such effect . 

f^«rRiq[ ii ^ ii 

For such (as know the purport of the Vedas) 
because (the scriptures) enjoin (work). 

6. Because (the scriptures) enjoin 
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(work) for such {as know the purport of the 
VedaKs). 

The scriptures enjoin work only for those who 
have a knowledge of the Yedus, which includes the 
knowledge of the Self. lienee Ivnowledge does not 
iiidei)e.ndently produce ony result. 

II ^ II ^ 

f^RWT?kOii account of prescribed rules ^ and 

7. And on acconnt of prescribed rules. 

“Performing works here let a man wish to live 

a hundred years” (Is. 2); “Agnihotra is a sacri- 
fice lasting up to old age. and death; for through 
old age one is freed from it or through death” 
(Sat. Br. 12. 4. 3. 1). .Prom such prescribed rules 
also we find that knowledge stands in a subordinate 
relation to work. 

^^T?(0IW^rq , II ^ II 

B3(>aus.e (the scriptures) teach (the 
Supremo Self to be) sr)merhing over and above g 
.but B^ldarkyana'.s (view) T^J^such i, e. cor- 
rect that fs seen (from the scriptures). 

8. But because (the scriptures) teach 
(the Supreme Self to be) other (than the 
agent), Badar^anaks (view is) correct; for 
that is seen (from the scriptures). 

Sutras 2-7 give the view of the Mimainsakas, 
which is I'efuted in Sutras 8-17. 
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Tlie Yedanta texts do not teacli tlie limited) 
self, wliicli is the agent, but tlie vSupreme Self,, 
wliicli is difereiit from tlie agent. Tims tlie know- 
ledge of tile vSelf Avliieli the VedSiita texts declare- 
is dfiterent from that knowledge of tlie self wliiclr 
an agent possesses. Tlie knowledge of sncli a Self, 
wliicli is free from all limiting adjuncts, not only 
does ^ot kelp, but puts an end to all actions. 
That tke Yedanta texts teacli Yke Supreme Self is 
clear from suck texts as tlie following: ”He wlio' 
perceives all and knows all” (Mu. 1. .1. 9); 
"Under the mighty mile of this Immutable,. On 
Gargi” etc*. (Brill. 3. 8. 9). 

3 II ^ 11 

Equal 5 but declarations of the Sriiti'. 

9. But the declarations of the Sriitii 
equally support both views. 

This Sutra I’efutes the viev' exxiressecl. in 
Sutra 3. There it was sliowii’ that Tanaka and 
otliers eA^en after attaining Knowledge were en- 
gaged in work. This vSutra says that scrixiturall' 
authority equally .supports the AnoAV that far, one- 
who has attained Knondedge there is no work. 
"Knowing this very Self the Bi’alimanas renounce' 
the desire for sons, for AS'ealtli, and for the worlds, 
and lead a mendicant life” (Brili. 3. 5. 1). We 
nLso see from the scripini’es that knoAvers of the* 
Self Iik(> YajnaAuilkya gave \vp Avork. " ‘Tiiis^ 
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aniieli indeed is (the lueiuis of) ininiortality, my 
douT.’ Sayiao' this Yujuavalkyu left home” 
(Brill, 4. 5. 15). The -work ofWanaku and other's 
was characterized hy nuu-attachmentj and as such 
it was i)racti(‘aily no work’; so the Minnunsa arg'U- 
anont is weak, 

II II 

10, (Tile declaration of the scripture 
referred to in Sutra 4) is not universally 
true. 

The declaiation of the Sruti that knowledge 
.eiihauecs the fruit of the sacrifict' dues not refer to 
'ull knowledge, as it is connected only with the 
TJdgitha, wdiich is ihe topic of the section. 

II ?? 11 

(There is) division of knowledge and work 
as in the case of a hundred (divided between 
Ttwo persons). 

11. (There is) division of knowledge 
.and work, as in the case of a hundred 
(divided between two persons)." 

This Sutra refutes Sutra 5. “It i.s followed 
hy knowledge, work, and i|)ust experiences”- (3rih. 
-4. 4. 2). Here we have to hike knowledge and 
^ork ill a distributive sense, meaning that know- 
h’dge follows one end work anothcj*. Just a.s when 
we .say a liuiidred be given to t))e.si^ two per,son.s. 
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■\ve divide i(- into two lialves and ^-ive eacii 
mail flity. Tkere is no combination of tlie two-. 
Even ■\vitbont tlitl explanation Sntra 5 can be- 
refuted. Eor tlie text quoted I’efers only to know- 
ledge and work, wliicb concern tbe transmigrating" 
soul, and not an emancipated soul. Eor tbe- 
passage, “Thus does tbe man wbo desires (trans- 
migrate)’^ (Brill. 4. 4. 6) shows tbat tbe previous, 
text refers to tbe transmigrating self. And of tbe- 
emancipated soul Sruti says, ‘‘But tbe man wbo 
never desires (never transmigrates)’^ etc. (Brib. 

4. 4. G). 

n 11 

12. (The Kscriptures enjoin work) only 
on those who have read the Vedas. 

This Sutra refutes Sutra G. 

Those wbo have read tbe Vedas and known 
about tbe sacrifices are entitled to perform work. 
Vo work is prescribed for those wbo have know- 
ledge of tbe vSelf from tbe IJpanisbads. Such » 
knowledge is incompatible with work, 

II II 

•I Kot owing to the absence oE any 

Specification. 

13. Because there is no special men- 
tion (of the Jnani, it does) not (apply to 
him) , 
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This Sutra refutes Sutra 7, Tlie text quoted 
there from the Isa XJpanisliatl is n general state- 
ment^ and there, is no special mention in it that 
it i.s apjdicahle to a Jnani also. In the absence of 
such a specification it is not binding on him. 

For the praising (of Knowledge) 

, i>C'rinission or rather. 

' 14. Or rather the permission (to do 

work) is for praising (Knowledge). 

The injunction to do work for the knowers of 
the Self is for the glorification of this Knowledge. 
The praise involved in it is this : A knower of the 
Self may work all his life, hnt on account of this 
Knowledge he will not be bound by its e:Kects. 

=§% 11 11 

According to their choice ^ and some. 

15. And some according to their choice 
(have refrained from all work). 

In Sutra 3 it was .said that Janaka and others 
w'ere engaged in work even after Knowledge. 
This Sutra says that some have of their own 
accord given up all work. The point is that after 
Knowledge some may choose to work to set an 
example to others, while others may give up all 
work. There is no binding on the knowers of the 
Self as regards work. 
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^ II II 

Destruction ^ and. 

16. And (the scriptures say that the) 
destruction (of all qualifications for work 
results from Knowledge). 

Knowledge destroys all ignorance aaid its 
products like agent, act, and result. “But when 
to tlie knower of Bralimaii everytking kas become 
tke Self, tken; wliat sliould one see and tlirougk 
wkat” etc. (Brill. 4. u. 15). Tire knoAvledge of 
tke Self is antagonistic to all work and so cannot 
IDOssibly be subsidiary tO' worlv. 

II II 

'Po those who observe continence ^ and 

(this Asraina is mentioned) in the scriptures % 
because. 

17. And (Knowledge belongs) to those 
who observe continence (i.e. to Sannyd.sins) ; 
because (this fourth Asrama’ is mentioned) 

. in the scriptures. 

Tke scriptures declare that Knowledge is 
gained in that stage of life in wliick. continence 
is prescribed, i.e, tke fourth stage or Sannyasa 
Asrama. To a Sannyasin there is no work pres- 
cribed except discrimination. So liow can Know- 
ledge be subservient to work?' That there is a 
stage of life called Sannyasa we find from tke 
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scT'iiitures tlieniselyes ii] iexts like: “There are 
three branches of duty; sacrih(^e, study and 
(‘hnrity are the (-ivst!... All these attain to the 
worlds of the virtnons; but only one who is firmly 
•(‘stablished in Brahman attains immortality “ 
(.Ohh. 2. 23. 1'2); “Basiring this world (the Self) 
-alone monks renounce their ]iomes“ (Brih. 4. 4. 
22). See also Mu. 1, 2. LI and (4ih. 5. 10. 1. 
Everyone can take to this life without being a 
’householder etc., which shows ■ the independence 
«oi‘ Knowledge. 

Topic 2: Sdunpasa is prescribed hij the 
srrixAtiices. 

if II II 

Mere reference Jainiini there 

lis no injunction ^ and ft bc(;ansc (the script- 

ure) condemns (it). 

18 . Jaimini (thinks that in the texts 
referred to in the last Sutra there is) a niere 
reference (to Sannyasa), and not injunction, 
because (other texts) condemn* (Sannyasa). 

In the text quoted , in the last Sutra (Chh. 
'2. 23; 1) Jaimini says that as there is no word 
showing that Sannyasa is enjoined on man, it is a 
mere rfeference and not an injunction. The 
Brihadaranyaka text quoted in the last Sutra says 
that some persons do like that. Svuti here makes 
.a mere statement of fact. It does not enjoin 
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iSaimyasa. Moreover, tlie text here praise.s stei)fl- 
fastness in Brahman. “But only one who is 
firmly established in Brahman attains immorta- 
lity/^ Sacrifice, >stu(ly, charity, austerity, student- 
shi]), and lifelong celibacy result in the attain- 
2 uent of the virtuous world. But immortality is 
gained only by him who is firmly established in 
Brahman. That is what the text says. ITurther, 
there are other texts which condemn Suiniyasu. 
“Having brought to your teacher the wealth that 
he likes, do not cut off the line of progeny”' 
(Taitt. 1. 11); “To him who is without a son 
(this) world does not belong” {Taitt. Br. 7. 13. 12)' 
and so on. 

sTTV^oi:, II 'i'K II 

Ought to be gone through Badarfi- 

yana for the scriptural text refers equally to 

all the four Asrainas. 

19. Ba-darayana (thinks that Sa^~ 
nyasa or monastic life) also must be gone* 
through, for the scriptural text (cited) 
refers equally to all the four Asramas (stages, 
of life). 

Ill the text cited, sacrifice etc. refer to the* 
householder's life, iieiiance to V^napraatha, 
Htudentship to Brahmacharya and 'one who is- 
hrmly established in Brahman’ to Sanhyasa. So- 
the text equally refers to all the four stages of 
life. The text relating to the first three stages* 
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refers to wliat is enjoined elsewhere, 8o also does- 
the text relating to Sannyusa. Hence Sannyasa. 
also is enjoined and must he gone tlirongh hy all. 

11 Ro II , 

lifc Injunotion ^ or rather as iu the case 

of the carfying (of the sacrificial fuel). 

20. Oi' rather (there is an) injunction- 
(in this text), as in the case of the carrying 
(of the sacrificial fuel). 

This Sutra now tries to establish that there is- 
an injunction nhoiit Bannyasa in the Chhandogya- 
inxssage cited. There is a vSriiti text referring^ to< 
Agnihotra perfonnod for the manes, which runs 
as follows; “Let him approach, carrying the 
sacrificial fuel below; for above he carries it for 
llie gods.’’ The last clause .Taiinini interxirets UvS- 
an injunction, though iliere is no word in it to- 
that efiect, heciiuse such an injuncthm is nowhere- 
£‘lse to be found in tbe scriptures. On account of 
its newness (Ai)urvata) it is an injunction, 
h'ollowing this argument this Sntra says that iiii 
Chh. 2. 28. 1 thej‘e is an injunction with respect 
to Sannyasa, and not a mere reference, as it. is not 
enjoined anywhere else. Moreover, there are* 
8ruti texts which directly enjoin Sannyasa; “Or 
else he may wander forth from the students’ life,, 
or from the house, or from the forest” (Jab. 4). 

Again Jaiinini himself says that even glorifica- 
tion, to be relevant, must be in a complimentary- 
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.volution to nil iujinK^tion. In the text cited 
sieaiU’aHt devotion to Jhnhiium is boiiift’ pvaised, 
.oud so it has an injiiDctive value. Now 
is it possible foi' one eng’aged in sa'crihcial rite,s 
ado. to be wholly devoted to ih’abniau? Devotion 
.to Bruluuan means constant meditation on It 
vwithout any disturbing* lliought. Suclsa a thing is 
,im])ossible for a householder engaged in ritualistic 
■<W{>rb. Jt is possible only for a Sannyasin who has 
I'eiiounced all work, and not for others. 

Neitber is it true that fSun uy dsa i.s lu’escribed 
.•only foT* those who aj*e binuy blind, etc., and 
. there I'o re unfit for ritualistic work. The text cited 
.abcjA’c (Jab. 4) makes no such difference. More- 
over, Sainiyasa i.s meant as a means to the reiilizii- 
.ti(m of Drahman, and it is to be acquired in a 
.regular i)res(?ribed way. “The wandering mendi- 
•><'ant will) coloured dress, shaven-headed, acceiit- 
oug no gifts, qualifies himself for the realization 
.of Broliman.’’ Therefore Sunnyasa is prescribed 
by the scriptiireii and Knowledge, because 'it is 
wujoined on Sannyusbis, is iiidei)endent of work. 
.'I'opir, .j: ' Scflphtral ahrlcmcnls (is hi dhh, 1. 1. S 
irhki/i refer io Vit^ijas at^e mA mefel)} glori- 
fieaierj/ bik, enjoin the 7no/li tat ions. 

sr'^csrrri: ii Rni 

Mere ])ralse because of their 

..rofei'enoe (to parts of sacrificial acts) if it be 

-said •t not so ^IJ^c^fcCon account of its newness. 
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21. If it be said (that references as in- 
Chh. 1.1.3) are mere praise because of their* 
reference (to parts of sacrificial acts), (we- 
say) not so, becanse here it is mentioned for- 
the first time. 

“That Ticigitha (Oin) is the hesi essenee of tlu* 
essences, the snpreiae, rleserviiig the highest 
place, the eighth” (Ohh. 1. I, 3), “This earth is 
Rich, and fire Sam an” (Chh. 1. G. 1). Tlie« 
opponent holds that these are mere praise, and no 
injunction to meditate on ‘Cm’ and so on. These 
passages are akin to, “The ladle is the eartli”, 
“The tortoise is the snn”, -wliich simjfiy glorify 
tlie ladle and so on. This view of the opponent is 
refuted in the latter half of the Sutra. The- 
analogy is not correct. Glorification to have a 
i:)urpose, niiist he in complimentary relation to an 
injunction. The passages ([noted for anah^gy 
stand in proximity to injunctive passages, and so 
they can be taken as praise. But the passage of' 
the Chhandogya whore TJdgitha ‘Om’ is descrihed,' 
as the essence of essences, is mentioned in the- 
IJpanishad, and so cannot he taken along with the* 
injunctions about Tidgitlia in the Karniakfxndu. 
As such, on account of the newness it is an injunc-- 
tion and not mere glorification. 

W il 

There being words expressive of injunc- 
tion ^ and. 
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' 12 . And there being words expressive 
»of in ■junction. 

“Let one niedilate on ‘Oni’ (of) tlxe ILlgitlia” 
(Clili. 1. L .1;. In tills passag^e we Lave u clear 
injimetion to nieditate. on ‘Cm’. On tlie face of 
tlii.s 'we cannot interpret the text cited in the last 
8iit7‘{i as niere g'loriticatory of ‘Oin’. 

Topic 4-: The fttoric.'i Tecorded in the Upanitthad,'! 
do not ttervc the pur pone of Pdfiplavas arid so do 
oifit form pact of the ribnalistio acts. Thcif are 
//iranl fo (jlorify (he ]"idpd taufjlui in them, 

>Ttftgm«rf iRr tt, ii "W ii 

For the purpose of P^brip]#ivas if 

, 'it be said ^ not so account of (certain 

stories alone) being specified. 

28. If it be said (tliat the stories that 
.occur in the Upani shads are) for the purpose 
^of Pariplavas, (we say) not so, because 
(certain stories a] one) are specified (by the 
Sniti for tliis ]nirpose). 

in the Aswaniedha sacrifice, whii'h lasts for 
■ one yeai', the sacvificer ‘and li^s family are expected 
to hear at intervals tlie recital of certain stories. 
Tlie.se are knO'Wn as Pai*iplava.s, and form part of 
the ritualistic acts. The question is whether 
Lpanishadic stories also serve this purpose, in 
whi(di ca.se they hei'oine part of the rites, and this 
means that the whole of Jnanakaiida he(’oincs 
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-fiiibser^ieiit to Karnialcauda . Tlie stories referred to 
are those relating tO’ Yajnavalkya and Maitreyi, 
Ih’atardaiia and so on, wliich Ave find in the 
Brihadaranyaha, Ivanshitaki and other Bpani-- 
shads. 

This Sutra denies that tlioy serve the purpose 
of Pariplavas, for the scripture specifies the stories 
that ai’e meant for this purpose. Any and every 
stojy cannot serve this purpose. ITpanishadic 
stories are not mentioned in thi’s category. 


vTSTT 



n II 


So ^ and being connected as 

-one whole. 

24. And so (they are meant to illus- 
trate the nearest Vidyas), being connected 
■3.S one whole. 

The stories not serving the purpose of 
Pariphiva.s they are intended to introduce the 
Vidyas. The story form is meant to catch the 
imagination of the student, who will thereby he 
more .altentive to the Yidya described. 


7'opic 6: Sannydsms need not observe ritualistic 
acts, as Knowledge serves their purpose, 

3 tcf 11 11 

Therefore and no neces- . 

sity of lighting fires etc. 
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25.. And, therefore, there is no neces- 
sity of lighting fires, and so on. 

Ill 8iitra 3.4.1. it ivas said that the lau)wledg'e‘ 
ot the Hclf results in. the attaiinueiit of the highest 
Punishartha or goal of life. Therefore the light- 
ing of fires for saerificevs and other similar aels 
enjoined on, the householders etc. need not he 
observed by Sannyasins, as Iviiowledgo alone 
fnlfiJs their object. 

Topic 6': Ncvcrlhclca.'t iiuji-ka pvCHcfibccl hp the 
iicripfurca arc vaefnl o.s* i'liei/ are an hicfcrcct 
ineanfi to Knowledge. ■ 

^ II 11 

There is the necessity of all works ^ and 
for the scriptures prescribe sacrifices etc. 
(as means to Knowledge) 3?^^ even as the horse.* 

26. And there is the necessity of all’ 
works, for the scriptures prescribe sacrifices- 
etc. (as means to the attainment of Know- 
ledge, though they are unnecessary for the^ 
attainment of its results, mz,. Liberation), 
even as the horse, (is used to draw a chariot 
and not for ploughing). 

Ifroin the previous 8at.ra we may conclude- 
that works arc altogether useless. This Sntni says 
that all these works arc useful, and that even the 
s(*'Tiptures prescribe them, since they servo as a 
means to Knowledge. -But they have no part in 
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producing* tlie result of tliis Knowledge, mz. 
Liberation. It comes only from Knowledge and 
not from work. Work purifies the mind, and the 
Icnowledge of the Self is manifested in such a pure 
mind. So works have a place as a means to 
Knowledge, though an indirect one. 

II II 

One must possess calmness, 
self-control, and the like fWT aifif even if it be so 3 
but since they are enjoined as helps to 

Knowledge and therefore they 

have, necessarily to be observed. 

27. But even if it be so {i.e. even 
though there is no injunction to do work to 
attain Knowledge in the text [Brih, 4. 4. 
22]) one must possess calmness, self-control,, 
and the like, since these are enjoined as 
helps to Knowledge, and therefore have 
necessarily to be observed. 

'‘The Brahman ns seek to know It through the 
study of the Vedas, sacrifices, charity” etc. 
(Brill. 4. 4. 22), • In this text there is no word to 
show that sacrifice is enjoined on one who wants 
to know Brahman. So the opponent says that 
there is no need at all of work for an aspirant of 
Knowledge. This Sutra says that even if it be 
so, yet control of the senses etc. are enjoined by 
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tlie Sruti; “Tiierefore lie wlxo knows it as suck 
becomes self-controlled, calm... sees tke Self in 
diis self'’ etc. (Briii. 4. 4. 23). Tkis passage is in- 
junctive in character, for ‘therefore’ expresses 
'praise of the subject-matter and lienee is con- 
nected with an injunction, because in the absence 
of an injunction the praise would be purposeless. 
Since these qualities' are enjoined, they have 
necessarily to be ' practised. Self-control etc. 
directly help the attainment of Knowledge, while 
work helps it indirectly. 

Topic 7 i Restrlciiona as reyafds food way he, 
waived only when life is at stahe. 


‘ II 11 


Permission to take all sorts of food 
when life is jcopardijied because the 

Sruti declares that. 


28. (Only) when life is jeofoardized 
{there is) permission to take food indis- 
>criminately, because the Sruti declares that. 

‘^Kor one who Jenows this, there is nothing 
.that i& hot food” (Ciih. 5. 2. i). The opponent 
•holds that on account of the newness of the -state- 
ment it is enjoined oii one who meditates on 
Prana. Such • a statement being fonnd nowhere 
else, it has .-an injunctive valiie^ This Sutra 
refate.s it and .says that it is not an injunction, 
but only a statement of fact, and where tlie idea 
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*-)i an injunction clges not arise, we are u’ot justi- 
iiecl in assuming one. Proliibited food may he 
-eaten only wtien life is in danger, as was done by 
the sage Chahrayana when he was dying for want 
of food. .This fact we got from the Sruti. 

II 11 

Because of a non- contradiction (thus) ^ 

and. 

29.. And because (thus) (the script- 
ural statements with, respect to food) are 
not contradicted. 

"^‘‘liVhen the food is X)ure the niind becomes 
pure’’ (Chh. 7. 26. 2), This statement will not 
be- contradicted only if the explanation given is 
taken., and not otherwise. 

11^0 II 

"3^% ^ Moreover the Smritis say so, 

30. Moreover the Smritis (also) say 
so. . - 

The Smiitis also say that both those who 
have Knowledge and those who have not can 
take any food when life is in danger; then it i.s 
not sinfxil. But they prohibit various kinds of 
food as objectionable. 

The scriptural text ^ and 51^: hence 
prohibiting license. 
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31. And hence the/ scriptural text 

prohibiting license. 

There are scriptural passages prohibiting 

one from doing everything jilst as one pleases,. 

License, freedom from all discipline, cannot help 
us to attain Unowledg'G. “Therefore a BrMimana 
must not drinlc liquor^’ (Kathaka Sam.). Such/ 
Srnti texts are meant for this discipline. 

, Tlierefore it is established that the Srnti does- 
not enjoin on one who meditates on Prana to 
take all kinds of food indiscriminately. 

Topic The dnHen of the A.wania are to he 
2 )ci'forimd by even one who is not desirous 
of Knowledge . 

II II 

Because they are enjoined ^ and 
duties of the Asraina (order of life) 3?fir also. 

• 32. And the duties of the Asrama 
(are to be performed) also (by him who does 
not desire^ Liberation), because they are 
enjoined (on him by the scriptures). 

In iSntra 25 it was said that works are a 
means to Knowledge. The question is raised, 
since it is so why should one who does not desire 
Knowledge do these woi’ks.^ This Sutra says that 
since these drlties are enjoined on all who are in 
these Asramas or stages of life, riz. student life, 
householder’s life, and hermit life, one shoukTi 
observe them. 
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^ II \\ M 

x4.s a means, to Knowledge ^ and. 

33. And (the duties are to be per- 
formed also) as a means to Knowledge. 

Here we liave to understand that the duties 
are ]ieli>tul in producing* Knowledge, but .not it& 
fruit, -i'iz. Liberation, which is not attainable 
ext5ei)t through Knowledge. 

^ II II 

3?(q III all eases ^ the same duties (have 
to be performed) because of the twofold 

indicatory mark. 

34. In all cases the same duties (have 
to be performed), because of the twofold 
indicatory mark. 

The question is raised whether the work done 
as enjoined on the Asranias and those done as 
aids to Knowledge are of two different kinds. 
This Sutra says that in either case, whether as 
duties of the Asramas or as aids to Knowledge, 
the same duties are to he done, as is seen frotn* 
the Sruti and the Smriti texts. 

‘^The Brahmanas seek to know It through 
the study of the V’^eflas, sacrifices” etc. (Brih, 
4. 4. This text shows that sacrifices etc, 

enjoined in Karniakdnda for different purposes 
are to be performed as nieaUvS to Knowledge also. 
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Tile vSinriti also says the same tiling'. ‘‘He -who* 
performs oblig'atoi'y work without desire for 
fruits” etc. (Gita 6. 1). Those very ■ obligatory 
duticvS subserve Knowledge also. 

arnfimsf n \\ 

Not being overpowered W and the 

■ scripture shows, 

35, And the scripture vshows (that one 
endowed with Brahxnachaiya) is' not over- 
powered (by anger etc.). 

“For that self does not x^erish which .one- 
attains by IlTahmacharya”*, (Ohli. 8. 5. 3). This., 
text also shows that like work Brahmacharya etc,, 
are also means to -Knowledge, One endowed with 
it, is not overcome- by a,nger, jealousy, etc., and' 
his mind not being disturbed he is able to practise- 
Knowledge. 

Therefore works are obligatory oil the- 
Asranuls and are also means to Knowledge. 

Topic 9: Those %oho stand viid.wny between 
two Asramas arc also entitled to Knowledge. 

3T!tKT M II / 

(Persons standing) in between (two Asra- 
inas) ^ and ^ also ?T^^:*snGh cases being seen. 

36, And (persons standing) in be- 
tween (two- Asramas) are also (entitled to- 
Knowledge), because stich cases are seen. 
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Tlte question is raised -wlietliier persons of 
dubious position— who- bave not the means etc. ta 
do the duties of an Asraina, or who stand midway 
between two Asraraas, as for example a widower — 
are entitled to Enowledge or not. The opponent 
holds that they are not, since they cannot do the 
works of any Asrama which' are means to Know- 
ledge. This Sutra says that they are entitled^ 
for such cases are seen from the scriptures, as for 
example Kaikva and Gargi, who had the know- 
ledge of Brahman. Vide Chh. 4. 1 and Brih, 3. 
6 and 8. 

srfq ^ wfe II II 

^ Further the Smriti records such cases. 
3V. The Smriti also records such 
cases.' 

Samvarta and other Eishis, without doing 
the works enjoined on the Asrainas, became great 
Yogis. 

II II 

Favour due to special works and. 

38. And special works favour (Know- 
ledge). 

A widower, who cannot he said to be a house- 
holder in the proper sense of the word or a poor 
naan Who has not the means to perform the duties 
of the Astama, can attain Knowledge through 
special works like prayer, fasting, Japa .etc.. 
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which are not opposed to the condition of those 
who do not belong to any Asrama. 

[| ^*^ II 

9?^: Than this 3 ^iOTLthe other 'jZIRT: better 
because of the indicatory marks ^ and. 

39. But better than this is the other 
(state of being in some Asrama or other), 
(being maintained by the Sruti and the 
Smriti) and because of the indicatory marks 
(in the Sruti and the Smriti). 

Tho'ngh it is possible for one who stands 
between two Asrainas to attain Knowledge, yet 
both the Sruti and Smriti say directly and in- 
directly that it is a better means to Knowledge to 
belong to some Asrama. ‘"The Brahmahas seek 
to know It through... sacrifices” etc. (Brih, 
4. 4, 22) — this is a direct statement of the Sruti; 
“Any other knower of Brahman who has done 
good deeds” etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 9), and ^‘Let not a 
Brahmana stay even for a day outside the 
Asrama” — ^these are indirect statements of the 
Sruti and Smriti respectively. 

Topio 10: One who has taken the now of lifelong 
celibacy fSannydsa) cannot revert hack to his 
former stages of life, 

1 5nrf5H;, 

»TT$Wi; II 5?o II 

For one who has attained that (the highest 
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Asrama) ^ 'but ^ no ceasing from that 

of Jaimini (is this opinion) also 

on account o J' restrictions prohibiting such 
reversion. 

40. But for one who has risen to the 
highest Asrama {i.e, Sannyasa) there is no 
reverting (to the preceding ones), on account 
of restrictions prohibiting such reversion. 
•Jaimini also (is of this opinion). 

The question whether one who has embraced 
Sannyasa can go back to the previous Asrania is 
taken up .for discussion. This Sxitra says that he 
■cannot, because the Sruti expressly forbids it. 
"‘He is to go to the forest, he is not to return from 
there. But there are no rules allowing a rever- 
sion, like those wbich sanction the ascent to 
higher Asranias. It is also ■ against approved 
'Custom. So one cannot revert from Sannyasa. 

Topic 11: Eicpiation for one who transgresses the 
vow of lifelong celihacy. 

^ *??RT35TRTr^ , 

II 8? II 

*T Not ^ and (expiation) mentioned in 

the chapter dealing with the qualification even 
because a fall (in this case) inferred 
from the Smriti and because of its inefficacy 

'( in his case). 
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' 41. And (the expiation), although 

mentioned in the chapter dealing with 
qualifications (in Purva Miniams4), is not 
(with reference to one who has taken the 
vow of lifelong celibacy),, because a fall (in 
his case) is inferred from the Smriti, and 
because of its (of the expiatory ceremony) 
inefficacy (in his case). 

The case of those who have taken the vow of 
lifelong celibacy and yet have transgressed this 
vow thi'ongh a mistake in judgment, is taken up 
for discussion. The opponent, whose view is. 
given in this Sntra, holds . that for such trans- 
gressions there is no expiation. For no snch 
ceremony is menlioned with respect to them, the- 
one mentioned in I’nrva Mimamsa G. 8. 92- 
referring to ordinary Brahmacharins, who arc 
students, and not to Haishthika Brahmacharins. 
It can also he inferred that the Smriti declares, 
sttch la.pses as not expiahle, A beheaded man 
cannot be cured. “For him who lapses after 
having embraced the vow of a ISfaishthika Brah-- 
Dnachari I see no expiatory ceremony by which 
such a suicide can be purified.^* The Smriti here 
does not refer to the ordinary Brahmacharin, and 
so tlie ex5:)iatory ceremony applies only to them 
and' not to the Naishthilm. Moj^eover, the cere- 
mony referred to in Purva Mimamsa is not. 
efficacious in his case, for, to perform the cere- 
mony he will have to light the sacrificial fire andl 
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therefore have to many, which means that her 
will cease to Be a Naislithika thereafter, 

^ II (1 

Prefixed with ‘Upak i. e. an Upa pataka . or 
a minor, sin ^ but tt% some tl\e existence 

sis^ffRckas in the case of eating this is ex- 

plained in Purva Mimams^. 

42. But .'some (consid'er this trans- 
gression on the part’ di the Naishthikay n 
minor sin' (and therefore, claim) the exists 
ence (of expiation for it), as in the caSfe of 
eating (prohibited food by ordinary Brah-* 
macharins). This is explained in Purva.* 
Mintamsa. 

Some, however, think that such lapses on the"' 
part of a ISTaishthiku, other than disloyalty to* 
teacher’s wife etc., are minor sins and not maj^ir 
ones, and so can ho expiated by proper cere- 
monies, even as ordinary Brahmacharins who take- 
prohibited food are again purified by expiatory- 
ceremonies. The reference to the text denying- 
any such ceremony in his case is nieant only to 
bring home to the Kaishthika Brahmacliari the 
grave responsibility oit liis part so that he may 
struggle with 'fall his- soul. Similarly in the case 
of the recluse and the* Sannyasin. As a matter of 
fact, "the Smriti does prescribe the purificatory- 
ceremony for both the recluse and the Sannyasin.. 
^‘The recluse when he has broken his vows* 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.4.44 


44G 

Tinderg’bes the Krichchhra i^eiiance for twelve 
alights iind then develops a place which is full of 
trees and grass.” The Samiyasin also undergoes 
tlie purificatory ceremony, with certain modi- 
fications. 

Topic 12: The lifelong cclihale who lapses in his 
'VOWS to be shunned by soci&ty. 

11 II 

Outside g but in either case 

ifrom the Smriti from custom and. 

43. But in either case (they are to be 
fcept) outside the society, on account of 
the Smriti and custom. 

AVhether the lapses be regarded as rnajor 
sins or minor sins, in either ease good jaeople are 
to avoid such transgressors ; because the Smi'iti 
and approved custom both condemn them. 

Toinc IS: The meditations connected loith the 
^uhord-inate members of sacrificial acts are to he 
gone through by the priest and not by the 
sacrificer. 

n II 

To the sacrificer from the clecla-' 

ration of results in the Sruti ^ thus Atreya. 

44. To the sacrificer (belpngs the 
agentship in meditations), because * the 
Sruti declares a fruit (for it) ; thus Atreya 
(thinks). 
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Tlie question is raised as to wlio is to observe- 
tile meditations connected witli subordinate mem- 
bers of sacrificial acta, wlietlier it is tlie sacrificer 
dr the priest. The opponent, represented by the- 
sage Atreya, holds that it is to be Observed by 
the sacrificer, as the Srnti declares a special fruit 
for these meditations. 


t:, Ij II 

The" duty of the Ritvik (priest) ^ thus 
Andulomi for that % because lie 

is. paid. ' - 


45. (They are) the duty of the Ritvik 
(priest), thus thinks Audolomi, because he- 
is paid for that the performance of 
the whole sacrifice). 

Since the priest is paid for all his aots^ and 
thereby the fruit of all his actvS is, as it Avere, pur- 
chased by the sacrificer, the meditations also^ 
come under this category and have to be observed 
by the priest and not the' sacrificer. This is the- 
view of the sage Andulomi. 


^ II II 

From the Srnti ^ and. 

46. And because the Sruti so declares. 
“Whatever blessing the priests pray for at 
the sacrifice, they pray for* the good of the saori- 
ficer’^ (Sat. Biu 1. 3. 1. 2G). Such texts declare 
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tliat tile fruit of nieditatioiis in wliieli tlie priest 
is tlic agent, goes to the sacrificer. Therefore 
Auduluiui^s view is correct, being' supported by 
.the Sruti texts. 

Topic 14: In Jirih, o.o.l. mcditativeness is 
enjoined besides scholarship and the 
childlike state, 

Taf <if ars^r:, f^'^rr- 

%?!. II II 

Injunction of another auxiliary (to 
Knowledge) as an alternative rISST* for one who 
possesses it {i,e. Knowledge) a third one 

in the case of injunctions and the like. 

47. (The meditative state is) the in- 
junction of another auxiliary (to Knowl- 
-edge), which is a third one (besides the two 
■•expressly enjoined), as an alternative 
(where the knowledge of diversity is per- 
sistent) for one who possesses Knowledge; 
as in the case of injunctions and the like. 

“Therefore a knower of Brahman, having done 
with scholarship should remain like a child (free 
from anger, passions, etc.); and after having 
finished with this state and with learning he be- 
comes meditative (Muni)’’ (Brih.‘ 3. 5. 1). The 
'question is whether the meditative state is enjoin- 
ed dr not. The opponent holds that it is not 
-enjoined, as there is no word indicating an 
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iiijiiiictioii. The text merely says that he’ t^ecopies 
.a Mtini or meditative, whereas with respect to 
scholarship and the state of a child free from all 
j)assions, it expressly enjoins, ‘one should remain’ 
tetc. Moreover, scholarship refers to Knowledge 
.and therefore includes Mtinihood which also more 
-or less refers to Knowledge. Therefqre there is 
mO' newness with respect to Munihood in the text, 
it being included in scholarship already, and not 
ibeing an Apurva it has no injunctive value. 

This Sutra refutes this view and says that 
Munihood or* meditativeness is enjoined in the 
text as a third reqitisite besides' scholarship and 
the state of a child, hor Munihood is not merely 
Knowledge but meditativeness, continuous devo- 
tion to Knowledge and as such it is dih:erent 
from scholarship. Hence, not having been 
referred to before, it is a new thing (Apuxvja), 
and therefore the text has injunctive value. Such 
meditativeness has a vf^lue f^r a- Sannyasin who 
is not yet established in the Jmowledge of ,unity^ 
and persistently experiences diversity owing to 
past impressions. 




II 


On account of the householder’s life 
including all 5 verily (the chapter) ends 

with the householder. 


48. Verily, on account of the house- 
holder’s life including (duties from) all 
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(the other stages of life), the chapter ends 
with the (enumeration of .the duties of the) 
householder. 

In tlie CKh^iuIogya ITpanisliad we find tliut 
after eniiinerating the duties of the Brahma- 
charin it enumerates those of the honseholdeiv 
and there it ' ends without any mention of ' 
Sannyasa; If this also is one of the Asraxnas, wliy 
is nothing said about it in that place? The 
Sutra says that in order to lay stress on the house- 
holder's life, to show its importance, the Sruti 
ends there without referring to Sannyasa, and 
not because it is not one of the prescribed 
Asramas. The householder’s life i.s important 
because for him are prescribed, besides his own 
duties, those of other Asramas like study, control 
of the senses, etc. It includes more or less duties 
o£» all Asramas. 

as the state of a Muni (Sannyasa) 
the others 3?f^ even on account of 

scriptural instruction. 

4:9. Because, the scripture enjoins the 
other (stages of life, viz. Brahmacharya and 
V4naprastha) even as it enjoins the state of 
a Muni (Sanny&sa). 

Just as the Sruti enjoins Sannyasa and house- 
holder's life, so also it enjoins the life of a recluse 

Tl 

M 
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'and t]/iat of a student. Hence tlie scriptuies 
enjoin all the^ four Asranias or stages of life to 
be gone tlirougli, in sequence or alternatively. 
Tlie plural number ‘others' instead of the dual 
is to denote the different classes of these two 
stages of life. 


Topic, lo : Childlihe siate onearix flie stafe of 
innocGnccj heincj free from anger, passion^ etc. 

II Ko || i 

without inanifestinq; himself on 

account of the context. 


50. (The clnldlike state means) with- 
oitt manifesting himself, ‘on account of the 
context. 

In the passage of the Brihadaranyalca quoted 
in Sutra 47, the childlike state is enjoined on 
an aspirant after Knowledge. The question is 
what is exactly meant by this? Does it mean to 
be like a child without any idea of purity and 
impurity and doing* whatever one likes, or does 
it mean to be guileless and without the sense of 
egoism as a child? The Sutra says it is the latter 
and not the former, because that is detrimental 
to Knowledge. It iheans one has not to manifest 
or give vent to any of the passions and has to he 
guileless and without the sense of egoism. It 
refers to the innate innocence of a child. Such 
a meaning alone is appropriate to the context. 


B.s. — 29 
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xnu’ity and iniioceuce being* lielijfiil to Know- 
ledge. 


Topic 16: The thne of flic orlrjinafion of Knoio- 
ledge ivhen the Yidyd is practised. 

im? II 

In this life even if there 

is no obstruction to it (the means adox)ted) 
because it is so seen from the scriptures. 


51. (The fruition of Knowledge may 
take place) even in this life if there be no 
obstruction to it (the means adopted), 
because it is so seen from the scriptures; 

Kroin Sutra 26 the various ifieans to Know- 
ledge have been discussed. The question now is 
whether Knowledge resulting from these means 
•comes in this life or in the life to come. This 
Sutra says that it may come in this life only if 
there is no ohstruction to its manifestation from 
■extraneous causes. Kor it often happens that 
when the fruition of Knowledge is about to take 
place it is retarded by the fruit of some other 
stronger work, which is also about to fructify. 
In such cases Knowledge comes in the next life-i 
That is why the scriptures declare -that it is 
difficult to realize the Self, “Even to hear of It is 
not available to many; many even having heard of 
It cannot comprehend'^ etc. (Kath. 1. 2. 7). The 
Oita^also says: “There he is united with the 
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iiitellig’ence acquired in. his former body” eic. 
{(xita G. 43;; “The Yogi, striving assiduously, 
purified of laiiit, gradually gaining perfection 
through many births, then reaches the higliest 
:goal’^ (Ibid 6. 45). Moreover, 'that Enowledge 
^sullle^^lnes fructifies in the next life is known 
from the life of Yamadeva who possessed Enow- 
ledge even while he Avas in the womb. TJiis 
^shows that it must have been the result of his 
past* actions, for he could not have practised any 
Yidyas in the womb. , Enowledge did not mani- 
fest in his previous life owing to ohstrnciion, 
;and this bebig removed when he was in the 
womb, Enowledge fructified as a i-esult of his 
post Sadhana. 

Xu pic 'J7 : There is no difference in Liheratioh, 
i.e. in ihe cognition of Brahman — it is of one 
hhuL in all cases. ■ 




T^^lLike this there is no rule with, 

respect to Liberation, the fruit (of Kuowleclge) - 
because the Sruti asserts tliat state (to 


be immutable). 

52. With respect to Liberation, the 
fruit (of Knowledge) there is no rule like 
this, because the Sruti asserts that state (to 
be immutable). 
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In tile last Sntra it was seen tliat Knowledge 
may result in tliis life or ilie next according' to tlie- 
absence or presence of obstructions and tbe in- 
tensity of ibe means adopted. Similarly a doubt 
may arise tliat there may be some eticli rule with 
,re8i)ect to Liberation also, wbicb is tbe fruit of 
Knowledge. In other words, the qiiestioii ' is> 
whether Liberation can be delayed after Know- 
ledge, and whether there are degrees of Know- 
ledge ac(*ording to the qualifications of the as- 
pirant. This Sutra says that no such rule exists* 
with respect to Liberation. Because the vSruti 
texts assert that the nature of final release is. 
uniform, without any yariations of degree in it. 
The state of final release is nothing but Brah- 
man, “The hnower of Brahman becomes- 
Brahman,’’ and there can be no variety in it, as. 
Brahman is without qualities. Bifierence is. 
possible only where there are qualities, as in the* 
case of the Saguna Brahman, about which accord- 
ing to difference in Vidyas thei’e may be difier- 
ence in the cognitions. But with respect to the 
cognition of Brahina3i, it can he only one and 
not many. IN’either can tliere be any delay in 
the attainment of Liberation after Knowledge- 
has dawned for IniowTedge of Brahman itself i.s 
Liberation. 

The repetition of the clause ‘Because the 
Sruti asserts that state’’ ia to- show that 
the chapter ends here-. 



CHAPTER IV. 


Section i 

In tliejihird chapter tlie means to Xnowledge 
were discussed . In this chapter the result of 
Knowledge and some other topics are taken up 
for discnssion. In the beginning, however, a 
special discnssion connected with the means to 
Knowledge is dealt with. 

Topic 1: The meditation on the Atman enjoined 
hy the scripinres to he repeat eel till 
Knoioledge is attained. 

II n I 

Kepetitioii (is necessary) repeatedly 

'H'ferfilOTi account of instiniction by the scriptures. 

1. The repetition (of hearing, reflec- 
tion, and meditation on the teaching of the 
Self is necessary), on account of the reipeat- 
•ed instruction by the scriptures. 

“The tSelf, my dear Maitreyi, should be 
realized — should be heard of, reflected ou, and 
meditated upon” (Brih. 2. 4. 5). “The intelli- 
gent aspirant after Brahman, knowing about this 
alone, should attain intuitive knowledge” (Brih. 
4. 4. 21). The question arises whether what is 
enjoined in this is to be done once only or 
repeatedly. The opponent holds that it is to be 
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observed once only, even as saeri’iices like Prayaja 
are to be performed once oixly to yield tlie desired 
result. This Sutra refutes tbe view and saya tliat 
tlie bearing etc. must be repeated till tbere is» 
intuition of Brabinan. Of course, if ibe know- 
ledge of Brabinan is attained by a singJ.o act, it is- 
well and good; otherwise tbere is ibe necessity of' 
j’epetitiojx till tbe JCnowledge dawns. It is tbe 
repetition of these acts that finally leads to intui- 
tion. The case of tbe Prayuja is not to tbe point. 
For there tbe resxilt is Adi'isbta, which yields fruit 
at some particular f,utur(‘ time. Here tbe result 
is directly peirceived, and so, if tbe result is not 
tbere, tbe process must be repeated till tbe result 
is seen. Moreovei‘, scrijitural texts like the first 
one cited above give reixeated instruction, thereby 
signifldng tbe reiietition of the means. Again 
‘meditation’ and ‘reflection’ iixiply a repetition ot 
tbe mental act, for when we say, ‘be meditates on 
it’, we iin])ly tbe continuity of the act of remem- 
brance of the object. Similarly with resixect to 
^reflections It follows, therefore, that there must 
be repetition of tbe instrnction. This bolds good 
even in those cases where tbe texts do not give- 
instruction repeatedly, as for example, in the- 
second text cited above. 

fetw II R II 

fesTtl^Oii account of the indicatory mark ^ and. 

2. And on account of the indicatory 
mark. 
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' 'Reflect upon tlie rays, and yon will liavo 
many sons” (Oflli. 1. 5. 2). TMs text prescribes 
repeated meditation by asJdng to meditate on tbe; 
ITdgitlia as tbe rays instead of as tbe snii. And 
wbat bolds good in tliis case is equally applicable 
to other meditations also. And it is not true that 
3’epetition is not necessary. .If it were so, tbe- 
Srnti would not bave taught the truth of the state- 
ment 'That thou art’ repeatedly. There may be 
people who are so advanced, and so little attached 
1.0 the world of sense objects, that in their case a 
single hearing of the statement may result in 
Knowledge. But generally such advanced souls- 
are very rare. Ordinary people, who are deeply 
rooted in the idea of the body and tbe senses, do- 
not realiije .the truth by a single enunciation of it. 
This wrong notion of theirs goes only through 
repeated practice of the truth, and it is only then 
that Knowledge dawns. So repetition has the 
eflect of removing this wrong notion gradually, 
till even the last trace of it is removed. ‘When 
the body consciousness is completely removed, the 
Self manifests Itself in all purity. 

Topic 2: In ihe inediinfions on tlie Supreme 
Brahman ilhe merlita-toT is to comprehend 
It as identical xoith himself, 

II ^ 11 

As tbe self ^ bat acknowledge 

teach ^ also. 
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3. But (the Sruti texts) acl^nowledge 
.(Brahman) as the self (of the meditator) 
and also teach others (to realize It as 
such) . 

The question whether Brahman is to he com- 
prehended by the individual soul as identical with 
it or separate from it) is taken up for discussion. 
The opponent holds that Brahman is to he com- 
prehended as different from the individual soul on 
'account of their essential difference. Bor one is 
subject to misery^, while the other is not. This 
Sutra refutes the view and holds that Brahman is 
to be comprehended as identical with one^s self; 
for in reality the two are identical, the experience 
of misery etc. by the individual soul — ^iu other 
words, the Jivahood — ^beiiig* due to the limiting 
adjunct, the internal organ. (Tide 2. 3. 29 anie.) 
Bor instance, the dabalas acknowledge it. “I 
am indeed Tliou, 0 Lord, and Thou art indeed 
myself. Other scriptural texts also say the 
same thing; ‘‘1 am Brahman'’ (Brill. 1. 4. 10); 
'‘This seif is the Brahman” (Ma. 2). These texts 
are to be taken in their i)rimary, and not 
.secondary sense, as in, “The mind is Brahman” 
(Chli. 3. 18, 1), where the text presents the mind 
as a symbol for contenip)lation. 

Hence we have to meditate on Brahman as 
being the self. 
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Topic 3: Where symbols of Brahman, are used 
for ' contemplaiion, the meditator is not to 
comprehend, ^thcm as identical with him. 

^ ^ ft: II ^ II 

^ Not 5Rfl% ill the symbol ^ is not because he. 

4. (The meditator is) not (to see the 
.self) in the symbol, because he is not (that). 

“The mind is llrahmim'^ (Chh. 3. 18. 1). In 
such meditations, where the mind is tahen as a 
symbol of Brahman, is the meditator to identify 
himself with the mind, as in the case of the medi- 
tation “I am Brahman“ ? The opiionent holds 
that he should, for the mind is a product of 
Brahman accoi'ding to I^edaiita, and as such it is 
one whth It. )So is the individual soul, the medi- 
tator, one with Brahman. Hence it follows that 
the meditator also is one with the mind, and 
tiierefore ho should see his self in the mind in this 
meditation also. This Sutra refutes it. In the 
first place, if the symbol, mind, is cognized as’ 
identical witli Brahman, then it ceases to be n 
symbol, even as when we realize an ornament as 
^‘old, we forget its individual character of being 
im ornament. Again, if the meditator is con- 
scious of his identity with Brahman, then he 
ceases to be tlie individual soul, the meditator. 
The act of meditation can take place only where 
these distinctions exist, and unity has not been 
realized; and where there is hnowledge of 
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diversity^ tlie meditator is quite distinct from tlie- 
symbol. As sucli lie is not to see bis self in tbe- 
symbol. ^ 

Topic 4: In meditationfi on sijmhols the 
are to he viewed as Bmliinan and not in 
the reverse way. 

II H II 

Viewing as Bi’aliman on account 

of the elevation, 

5. (The symbol is) to be viewed as- 
Brahman (and not in the reverse way), on 
account of the elevation (of the symbol 
thereby) . 

In meditations on symbols as in, ^'Tlie mindi 
is Brabman”, “The sun is Brahman’’ the question, 
is whether the symbol is to ' be regarded as 
Brahman, or Brahman as tbe symbol. The Sntrji 
says that the symbols, the mind and the sun, are 
to he regarded as Brahman and not vice versa. 
.Because it is only by looldng upon an inferior.'' 
ihing as a superior thing that we can progress, 
and not in the reverse way. ■ Inasmuch as our aim 
is to get rid of the idea of differentiation and see' 
Brahman in everything, we have to meditate npouA 
these symbols as That. 
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Topic 5: In meditations on the members 0 / 
sacrificial acts the idea of the divinity is to 
^ be superimioosedl on the members 
and not vice versa. 

srTf^^fT^r^TJfJffT#, II ^ II 

The ideas of the sun etc. and 
31W iiiL a SLibordinato ineiiibei: (of sacriBcial acts) 
because of consistency. 

6. And the ideas of the sun etc. (are- 
to be superimposed) on the subordinate- 
members (of sacrificial acts), because (in 
that way alone would the statement of the- 
scriptures) be consistent. 

“One ought to nieditate u])on that which 
shines yonder as the rdgitha” (Ghh. 1. 3. 1);. 
“One ought to meditate upon the iSainan. as five- 
fohh’ etc. (Chli, 2. 2. 1). In meditations con- 
nected Avith sacrificial acts as given in the texts- 
quoted, hoAv is the meditation to he observed? Tor 
example, in tLe first cited text, is fhe sun to he 
viewed as the Lldgitha, or the ITdgitha as tlie sun? 
BetAveen the lldgitha and the sun there is nothing- 
to show which is superior, as in the preAuons- 
Sutra, Avhere Brahman being pre-eminent, the 
symbol Avas vieAA^ed as Brahman. ' This Sntra says- 
that the members of sacrificial acts,, as here the- 
lldgitha, are to be AueAved as the sun and so on. 
Because by so doing the i'ruil: of the sacrificial act 
is enhanced, as the scriptures say. If Ave view the- 
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Tldgitlia as tlie sun, it undergoes a certain cere- 
anonial iDuriO-cation and tKereliy contri'butes to the 
Aimrva, the inrisible .fruit of the whole sacriiice. 
But by the reverse way, the Surt being viewed as the 
Udgiiha, the purification of the. sun by this medi- 
tation will not contribute to the Apurva, inasmuch 
as the’ sun is not a member of the saerifieial act. 
So if the statement of the scriptures that the 
aneditatioiis enhance the result ol: the sacrifice, is 
to come true, tlie, mejubers ot the sacrificial acts 
;ave to be viewed as the sun etc. 

lopic 6: One is to mediiaie sitfing. 

g’FtlsilTrl. \\ ^ II 

Sitting because of tlie possibility. 

7. (One has to practise Upasaiia) 
•sitting, because (in that way alone) it is 
possible. 

As Upasand or conteini^lation is a mental 
•aft-air, the posture of the body is immaterial — says 
the opponent. This Huira says that one has to 
tnieditate sitting, for it is not i^ossible to .meditate 
while standing or lying down. In TJpasana one 
has to concentrate oiie’s mind on a single object, 
and this is impossible if one is standing or lying. 

II d n 

On account o-f meditation (implying that) 

^ and. 
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8. And on account of meditation 
(implying that). 

Tlie word ‘Upasana’ also means exactly wliat 
meditation means, concentrating' on a single' 
object, witb fixed look, and witlioiit any movement 
of tbe limbs. Tbis is possible only in a sitting; 
posture, 


11 ^ II 

Immobility and referring to. 

9. And referring to (its) immobility 
(the scriptures attribute meditativeness to. 
the earth). 

‘‘The earth meditates as it were^’ — ^in snein 
statements meditativeness is ascribed to the 
earth on account of its immobility or steadiness. 
So we learn that steadiness is a concomittance of 
meditation, and that is possible only while sitting- 
and not while standing or walking. 

II II 

The Smriti texts say ^ also. 

10. The Smriti texts also say (the' 
same thing). 

'^Having made a firm seat for one^s self on a' 
pure spot” etc, (Grita 6. 11) — iu this text the* 
sitting posture is prescribed for meditation. 
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Topic 7: Wil.h reapcct to meditaLion there is 
no restriction of place, 

^^BTSraTci?!, ariiftKm. II ?? II 

SEfsy Wherever concentration of mi ml ^ 

there 9?Ml^?lfor want of any specification. 

11. Wlierevel’ concentration, of mind 
f(is attained), there (it is to be practised), 
there .being no specification (as to place). 

The object of meditation is to attain concen- 
tration, and so any place is <>‘ood if concentration 
is attained in that place. Tiiat is why the scrip- 
tures say, '‘Select any place suitable and con- 
venient”; “Where the mind is buoyant there 
one should concentrate”, and so on. But places 
that are clean, free from pebbles, hre, sand, and 
so on, are desirable, as such places arc helxifnl to 
meditation!. But all tbe same there are no fixed 
■rules as to place.’ 

Topic S: Mcdlfations are to he observed till death, 

3IT , 5raifq fl; ^gq, || 'iR II 

death cIW then even ft because 
seen (from the scriptures). 

12. Till death (meditations have to 
be observed), because (their observance) even 
.at that moment is seen (from the scriptures). 

In the first topic of this 'section it was said 
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lliat meditations on Braliinan are to he repeated 
till Knowledg'© dawns. Tire question is now talcen 
ui) about other meditations whieh are practised 
ior attaining certain results.’ The opponent holds 
Ihut such meditations can be stopped after a 
<'ertain‘tinie; they would still yield results, like 
sacrifices performed only once. This Sutra says 
that they are to be continued till death, for the 
Sruti* and Smriti say so. “With whatever thought 
lie passes away from this workV’ (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 
•3. 1). ‘ Tlemembering whatever form of being he 

leaves this body’^ etc, (G-ita 8. 6). Such a thought 
ut the time of death as fixes the course of life 
hereafter cannot bo had at that moment without 
lifelong iiractice. Hence meditations must he 
practised till death. 

Topic 0: Knov'jledge of Bralivian- frees one fmm 
the effects of all past and future evil deeds. 

II n II 

When that is realized of 

the subsequent and previous , sins nou- 

ciinging and destruction because it is 

declared (by the scriptures). 

13. .Wlieii that (Brahman) is realized 
(there result) the non-clinging and 
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destruction of tlie subsequent and ])revious- 
sins respectively, .becaiuse it is (so) declared 
(by the scriptures). 

The state of Jivaiiimilvti is described here. 
The opponent holds that Liberation is attained, in 
spite of ^Knowledge, only after one has experi- 
enced the results of one’s sins cominitted before' 
illnniinaxion. For the Sinritis say, ‘‘Kanna is not 
destroyed before it has given its resxdts.'^ The 
lav’ of Kanna is inexorable. -This Siiira says that 
when a person attains Knowledge, all his past sins 
are destroyed and fiitnre sins do not cling to him. 
For hy realizing Brahman he exiDerienees tliat he 
never was, nor is, nor will be an agent, and such a 
person cannot be alfectcd by the result of sins. 
The scriptures also declare’ that. “Just as cotton 
growing on reeds is burnt when thrown into fire, 
even so are burnt the sins of one who knowing this 
ofiors Agnihotra” (Chh. 5. 24. 3); “The fetters of 
the lieart are broken, all doubts are solved, and 
all works are destroyed when He who is high and 
low is seen” (Hu. 2. 2. 8); “As water does not wet 
the lotus leaf, even so no -sins cling to him who 
knows it” (Chh. 4. 14. 3). What the Sinritis say 
about the inexorability of the law of Karina is 
true only of ordinary people, and does not hold 
good in the case of the knowers of Brahman. And 
in this way alone can Liberation result — ^by snap- 
ping the chain of work. Otherwise Liberation 
can never take place. 
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Topic 10: Good deeds likewise cease to ajfect 
the kno'Wer of Brahman. 

II 

Of the other also tr^i^thiis non- 

clinging '11^ at death ^ but. 

14. Thus there is non-clinging of the- 
other (?*.<?. virtue) also; but at death (Libera- 
tion i.e. Videhamukti is certain). 

Ah ix icuower of Brahiuuu has no idea of 
agency he is not affected by good dee'ds also. He 
goes beyoned vice and virtue. ‘‘He overcomes 
both” (Brill. 4. 4. 22). And as he is not touched 
by vice or virtue after illumination, and as his 
])ast sins are destroyed by Knowledge, his Libera- 
tion at death is certain. 

Topic 11: M'orks which have not befjun to yield 
results are aloiui destroyed by Knowledge and not 
those which have already begun to yield results. 

3T!1K5>?5B1^ g II II 

QTrTRwq'-cUj^r Works which have not begun to yield 
results only ^ hut ^ former works that 

(death) being the limit. 

15. But (of his) former works only 
those which have not begun to yield results 
(are destroyed by Knowledge); (for) death 
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is the limit (set by the scriptures for Libera- 
tion to take place). 

In the last two toi^ics it lias been said that all 
the i:>ast works of a Imower of Brahimm are des- 
troyed. l^ow past works are of two kinds : San- 
chita (accixmnlated) i.e. those which have not yet 
begun to bear fruit, and Prarabdha (commencecl) 
i.6. those which have begun to yield results, and 
have produced the body through which a person 
has attained Knowledge. The opponent holds that 
botli these are destroyed, because the Alundaka 
text cited says that all hivS works are destroyed. 
Moreover, the idea of non-agency of the 
Imower is ihe same Avith respect to Sanchita or 
Prarabdha work; therefore it is reasonable that 
both are destroyed when KnoAA'ledgc dawns. 

The Sutra refutes this aucav and .says that 
only tlie Sanchita works arc destroyed by Kuoav- 
ledge, but not the Prarabdha, Avliich are destroyed 
only by being worked oxit. So long as the momen- 
tum of these works lasts, the knoAA’er of Brahman 
Jms to be in the body. '^Vhen they are, exhausted, 
the body falls odS:, and he attains perfection. His 
KiioAvledge {‘annot check these AA^orks, even as an 
■archer has no control oaw the arrows already dis- 
charged, which come to rest only when their 
momentum is exhausted. The Svuti declares 
this in texts like, “And for him the delay is only 
so long as he is not liberated (from this body); 
and then he is one (with Brahman)’’ (Chh. 
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G. 14. 2). If it were not so, then there would 
be no teachers of KiioAvleclge. Therefore the 
Prarabdha woi’ks are not desti‘o>yed by Knowledge. 

Topic 12 : OblifjatO'Vij works are however ewccpted 
froi/L lliG rule ■uientioned in topic 10 , 

3 II l|-j 

(DaUy) Agniliotra oto, g but 
contribute to the same result as that (Knowledge) 
only that being seen (from the scrip- 

tures). 

' / 

16 . But (the results of daily) Agni- 
liotra etc. (are uot destroyed by Knowledge; 
these) contribute to the very same result as 
Knowledge {i.e. Liberation), because that 
is seen from the scriptures. 

Among works some are enjoined for attain- 
ing (‘(O'tain results such as lieaA^en, and there are 
others like the daily Agnihotra which yield no 
such results and yet are enjoined as a sort of 
discipline. The opimnent holds that even these 
regular works (Nitya Karina) performed before 
the {lawning of Knowledge are destroyed,, even as 
works done with desires (K^mya Karina), for 
from the standpoint of the knower of Erahman 
his non-agency with respect to both is the same. 
This Sutra refutes tha^ view and says that the 
regular woihs performed in the iiast are not 
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(lastrayod. Worksi ure of two kinds; Iboso wlii(',hi 
yieid vspec.ific results, uud tJiose wliieli lielp lo 
produce Knowledge. Obligatory regular work's 
3 )erfo.rnied before Knowledge are of this latter 
idiid. And since Knowledge leads bv Tjibevati'ou, 
tbe regular works also may be said to contribute 
indirectly to tlnat. Hence tbeir results persist till 
deatli. 


w I n ^ 1 1 

31^: From tins cWo.rent also % indeed 
of soii^iG (SAkb^iiS) of both, 

17-. (There are) indeed (good works) 
also d liferent from this (daily Agnihotra 
and tile like), (with reference to which is- 
the statement) of some (Sfikhd.s); (this is^ 
the view) of both (Jaimini and BAdara- 
vana). 

Besides tliu Nitya Kunna or regular works^ 
like tbe daily Agnibotra and the like there are/ 
other good works which are. iierfornied with a 
view to certain results. It is with reference to- 
these that the, following stafemeiii of soinn 
tSdkhas is made: ^‘His sons get his inheritance — 
friendp his good works and enemies his (ivil 
actions.” Both Jaimini and Badarayaiia are of 
opinion that works done wifh a desire do not helj» 
the origination of Knowledge. 
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Topic lo: tiacrcjiA-ial works not combined with 
kiioirled (je or in cdl tall oils also kelp In the 
ongmailon of Knowledge. 

II U I) 

Whatever fel^n with knowledge thus fl 

■because. 

18. Because (the statement), “iWhat- 
<ever (he does) with knowledge,” indicates 
this. 

lieguhn* works (Nitya Kanna) which lielp 
the origiuatioii of Knowledge are of two kinds, 
those 1 ‘ombined with medications, those nnaccom- 
2 )aiiied by theni. Since work combined with me- 
ditations is siipeiior to work done without medi- 
tations, the opiionent liolds that the former alone 
Jndps die origination of Knowledge, This Sutra 
refutes it and says that in the statement, “That 
alone which is iierfomed with knowledge... 
becomes more powerfuP^ (Clih. 1. 1. 10),* the coni- 
2 )arative degree shows that works done without 
knowledge, that is, not combined with medita- 
tions, ai’e not altogether useless, thmigli the other 
olass is more powerful. 

Topic Id: On the eirhaiiSil Ion of Prdrabdlui work, 
ihrougk enjogmeni ike. knower of Brahman 
attains oneness whk It. 

^ftst II mi 

By enjoyment 3 but of the other two 
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works Iiaving cxlian steel bceoiiies one 

(with Brahman). 

19. But having exhausted by enjoy- 
ment the other two works {viz, good andl 
evil works that have begun to bear fruit), 
(he) becomes one (with Brahman). 

The opponent UTgnes that eYen as a knower 
of Brahman sees diversity whiles living*, so also 
even after death he will eontiune to >see diversity,- 
in other words, he denies that the knoAver of 
33rahimiJi attains oneness Avith Brahman at death.. 
This Snlra refutes it and says that the Prarabdha 
Avorics are destroyed throng'll fruition,, and thoiighj 
till then the kuoAver of Brahman has to be in the 
relative Avorld as a divanniiikta, yet Avhen these 
are exhausted by being* Avorked out, he attains- 
oneness with Brahman at deatli. He no longer 
sees any dwersity, owing* to the absence of any 
cause like the Prarabdha, and since all works 
including’ the Prarabdha are destroyed at death,, 
he attains oneness Avith Brahman. 


OHAPTEH IV 


SecTIOIT II 

In the preTitms section it was shown that by 
the destruction of actions which have not as yet 
begun to yield results a hnower of Brahman ’attains 
Jivanmiikti, and that on the exhaustion of the 
Prarabdha work he attains Yidehamukti at death 
and becomes one with Brahman. Thus in a 
g’eneral way the result of Knowledge has been set 
forth. The I’eniaining three sections deal at 
length with the nature of Liberation, which is 
attained on the exhaustion of the Prarabdha 
Karma. In this particular section the path of 
the gods, by which the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman travels after death, is described. With 
this end in view it begins with the exposition of 
the successive steps by which the soul passes out 
of the body at death. 

I'd pic 1: At the tiirirC of death the functions of 
the organs are merged in mind. 

II m 

^I^Speech Jpife in mind because it is so 

seen ?l^rI.from scriptural statements ^ and. 

1. Speech (is merged) in mind. 
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because it is so seen, and there are 
scriptural statements (to that effect) . 

“When, luy dear, the man departs from 
here, his sj)eec]i nierg-es in niiiid, iniud in Prana, 
Prana ijx Pire, and Pire m tlie Highest Deity" 
(Cldi. (). 8. (j). This tet de.s(*j-ibes what happens 
at the time ot death. It says that speech g’ets 
merged in mind, mind in lb-ana, and so on. How 
Ihe (luestioii is whether tlie i)rgan of si)eech as 
such gets merged in mind, or only its function. 
The oi)i)(ment holds that us there is no mention 
in the text ahoiit the function of speech getting 
merged, we have to nuderstaud that the organ 
itseif gets merged in mind. 

The Sutra refutes this view and says iha,t 
only the function ' of the organ of speech gels 
merged in mind. Mind is not tlie material cause 
of the organs, and as .such they cauuot get merged 
in it. It is only in the inalon-ial cause that 1he 

offec.ts get merged, ami us mind is not the 

material cau.se of tlie organs, we have to under- 
stand here by .speech not the organs, bnt its 

function. A fumdion of the organ, unlike the 
organ itself, can get merged in mind, even 

though it is not the cause of that function, just as 
the burning property of fire, which has it.s start 
in wood, becoirLe.s extinct in water. The scrip- 
tural statement, therefore refers to the function oti 
speech, the function and the thing to which it be- 
longs being viewed as one. We also notice that a 
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•(lying* Dian ’first loses his function of speech, 
thong'll his niiiicl is still functioning. Bo we 
have to mulersianil from experience also that the 
function of si)eech, and not the organ itself, is 
nuerged in mind. 

3T?I m ^ II R II 

For the same reason ^ and all 

{organs) 313 after. 

2. And for the same reason all (or- 
gans) follow (mind, i.e, 'get their functions 
merged in it). 

For the same reasons as stated in Siiira 1 the 
fnmitioiis of the remaining organs follow, i.e. 
g’et merged in mind. “The fire is verily the 
.Fdana, for they in whom' the fire has been extin- 
gnished, go for rcd'iirth with their organs absorbed 
in mind'’ (Pr. 3. 9). This text shows that the 
functions of all the organs get merged in mind. 

Topic 2: The funeiion of mind pets merped 
in Prmia. 

SIFT, II ^ II 

That ?Tfr: mind in Pr^na from the 

subsequent clause (of the Sriiti), 

3. That mind (is merged)' in Pr^na. 
fas is seen) from the subsequent clause (of 
the Sruti cited). 
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Tliat mind, in -vvliicli tJie functions of iiio- 
diii'erent organs g-et merged, in its > turn gets 
merged in Priina, for tlie )Sruti cited in Sutra 
1 says, “Mind in Prana. “ Tile oiiponent liolds 
tliat Pere, unlike tiie case of tlie organs, it is mind 
itself, and not its function, tkat gets naerged 
in Prana, inasmuch, as Prana can be said to be 
tke material cause of mind. In snpxJort of liis 
contention be cites tbe following texts: “Mind 
consists of food, Prtina of water (Obb. G. G. 6) 
and “\7ater sent foivtb eartb'" (Gbb, G. 2. 4). 
Wlien mind is merged in Prana, it is tbe same' 
tiling as eartb being merged ill water, for mind 
is food or eartb, and Prana is water. Hence tbe 
Hruti bere speaks not of tbe function of mind, 
but of mind itself getting merged in Prana, Tbe- 
Sutra refutes tbis view a.ucl says that tbis relation 
of causality by an indirect process does not justify 
our understandiug that mind itself is merged in 
Prana. So bere also it is tbe function alone tliat 
gets merged, and tbis is justified on tbe same 
grounds as given in Sutm 1, viz. scriptnml state- 
ment and experience. AVe find tliat mind ceases^ 
to function in a dying man, even while bis vital 
force is functioning. 

Tofic, o: The fund ion of the vital force 
gets ntherged in the individual soul , 

II 5? II 

That (PrS-na) 31^^ in the ruler (Jiva) 
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on aocoiinfc of (statements expressing)- 
approach to that etc. 

4. That (Prana) is merged in the* 
ruler (Jiva) on account of (statements ex- 
pressing) approach to that etc. 

In the text cited in Sutra 1 we have, “Prana 
(is merged) in fire.^" How tlien can it he said 
that the function of Prana is merged in the indi- 
vidual sonh asks the opponent. The Sutra justi- 
fies its view on the ground that statements about 
Pranas coming to the Jiva etc. are found in scrip- 
tural texts. “All the Pranas approach the 
departing man at tlie time of death” (Brih. 4. 3-. 
38). Also, “Wdien it departs, the vital forcc- 
follows” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). The text cited in Sutra 
1 does not, however, contradict this view, as the 
following vSntra shows. 

^^3, II II 

^5^ In the elements from the Sruti texts 

to that effect. 

5. In the elements (is merged) (the* 
Jiva with the Pranas), as it is seen from tba 
Sruti. 

If Ave understand, “Praaa- (is merged) in 
fire” as meaning that tlie liva AAuth Prana is 
merged in fire, there is no contra dictioir between 
this Sruti text and A\diat is said in the last Sutra. 
So Prana is hrst merged in the. individual soul 
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and fiien file soul witJi Praini lakes its abode in 
tlie fine essence of file gross elements, fire etc., 
-tlie seed of file fiifnro body. 

II ^ II 

ST Not one (botli) declnro so 

.for. 

6. (The soul with Prana is merged) 
jiot in one (element only), for both (the 
■Srnti and Smriti) declare so. 

At file time of death, wlien I lie sonl leaTos 
.oim body and goes in for anothej', it together with 
ilie subtle body, abides hi the fine essenee of all 
the gross elements and not in fire only, for all the 
ademeiits are reijuired for a future body. 
Vide -3. 1. 2. 

’.Topic 4: The utadc of depariurc from the body 
rip to ihc ir<iy i.s cooimon to both a knou'er of 

flu'- i>(i(/una IhuihiiHin mid, an ordinary nian. 

?TTrT?ii 3TWf Ii ii 

WRF Common R and up to the 

beginning of their ways immortality ^ and 

aot having burnt (ignorance). 

7. And common (is the mode of de- 
parture at the time of death for both the 
hnower of the Saguna Brahman and 'the 
ignorant) up to the beginning of their ways; 
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and the immortality (of the knower of the 
Saguna Brahman is only relative), not 
having burnt (ignorance). 

For tlie knower of the Kirgima Braliiniin 
there no departitre, at all. Leaving liis case, 
the opx)onent says that the mode of departure 
from the body for the knower of the Sagmia 
Brahman and the ignorant ought to he difi'erent, 
as they attain different abodes after, death, the* 
former reaching Brahinaloka and the fatter being 
reborn in this world. This 8ntra says that the 
knower of the tSagnna Brahman enters at death' 
the nerve vSnshnmna, and then goes out of the' 
body, and takes to the path of the gods, while the. 
ignorant enter some other nerve and go by 
another way to have rebirth. But till they enter 
on their respective ways, the method of departure' 
at death is common to both, for it is sometliiiig 
jiertaining to this life, and like happiness aneV 
misery it is the same for both. 


Topic 6: The mergmej of fire etc. (it death in !hc 
Supreme Deltp is not absolute mergmg. 




II 


cTcf^That lip to the attainment of Brah- 
man (through Knowledge) because 

(seviptuvas) declare the state o£ relative existence. 

' 8. That (fine body lasts) up to the attain- 
ment of Brahman ' (through Knowledge)',. 
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because (the scriptures) declare the state of 
relative existence (till then). 

Ill tile text cited hi Sutra 1 Ave “And 

tire (is merged) in the Supreme Deity”. Tlie 
oppoueiit argues tliat as fire and the oilier ele- 
ments are merged in the Supreme Deity, Avhicli is 
tlie cause ol; these elements, this is only the final 
dissolution, and so eA’eryoiie at death attains 
Liberation. This Sutra says that this merging is 
not absolute merging, but the one avo experience 
in dee^) sleep. Only tbe functions of these ele- 
ments am merged, and not the elements them- 
selves. The final dissolution does not talce place 
till Knowledge is attained; tor tho scriptwes 
■declare that till then the indiA’idual soul is sub- 
ject to rehvtiA'e (‘xistence : ‘^Some souls eater the 
Avonib to InxA’^e a hotly” etc. (Kath. 2. 5. T). If 
the merging at death AAnn-e absolute, then them 
'could bo no rebiidh. 

II A II 

Subtle SWTO.’ as regards siiie ^ and so 
becauso it is experienced. 

9. (This fine body) is subtle (by 
nature) and size, because it is so expert - 
fenced. 

The body formed from the essence of tlie 
.'gross elements in Avhich the soul abides at the 
itime of death is subtle by nature and size. This 
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is imclerstoocl from sc3'ij)tnral statements wliioli 
declare that it £?oes out along the Nadis (nerves'). 
So it is necessarily vsuhtle or small in size. Its 
transparency explains why it is not ohstrncted by 
gross bodies', or is Jiut seen when it i^asses ont at 
•death. 

II II 

Not by the destruction therefore. 

10. Therefore (this subtle body is) not 
(destroyed) by the destruction (of the gross 
body). 

tott Ii ?? || 

To this (fine body) alone ^ and 
hecause of possibility this WIT (bodily) heat. 

11. And to this (fine body) alone does 
this (bodily) heat belong, because this (only) 
i'S possible*. 

The bodily heat observed in living animals 
belongs to thi.s subtle body and not to the gross 
body, for the heat is felt so long as there is life 
and not after that. 

Topic 6: The Pranas of a, knoioer of the Nirgwia 
Brahman do not depart from ihe hody at death, 

ii n ii 

Jlf^sim.On account of denial it be said 

-SI not so from the individual soul. 
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12. if it be said (that the PranavS of a 
knower of Brahman do not depart), on 
account of the Sruti denying it; (we say) 
not so, (because the scripture denies the* 
departure of the Pranas) from the indivi- 
dual soul (and not from the body). 

Tills iSiitra gives tlie view of ilie o])])oueiit. 

'‘His Pnnuis do not depart” (Brzli, 4. 4. G)'. 
This- text refers to Iniower of ilie ISTirginov 
Bi'aliiiuni. It Ktiys that lus Pranas do not depart 
id deatli. The opponent holds thid the denial of 
the departure of the Piiiuas is from the soul and 
not from the body. It says that tlie Pranas do* 
not depart from the soul — uot that they do uot 
depart frojn the body, foi' iu the latter case there 
■will be no deatli at all. This is made all the 
more clear from the Madhyandina recension, 
•which vsays, “Broin hiju” etc. Therefore the soul 
of one who knows Bi'uhman passes out of the body 
•\vitli the Pranas, 

II II 

Clear for some (schools). 

13. Por (the denial of the departure) 
is clear (in the texts) of some (schools). 

This Sutra refutes the vie'vv of the previcnis 
one by connecting the denial to the body and not 
to the soul. 

That the Pranas do uot depart from the body 
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is made clear from Sniti texts like, ‘YAjiiayal- 
kya^ said ke, ‘When this (liberated) man dies,, do 
his Prdnas go up from him, or do they not?’ ‘JS'o" 
replied Yajnavalkya, ‘they merge in him only’ ” 
etc, (Brih. 8. 3. 11). Therefore we have to 
take even the Madhyandina reading ‘from him’ 
to refer to the body. is not true that if the 
Pranas do not depart there will be no death, for 
they do not remain in the body, but get merged, 
which makes life impossible, and we say in com- 
mon parlance that the person is dead. Moreover, 
if the Pranas did depart with the soul from the 
body, then a rebirth of such a soul would he in- 
evitable, and consequently there would be no 
Liberation. So tbe Pranas do not depart from 
the body in tbe case of tbe knower of Brabman. 

II II 

The Smriti says (so) ^ and. 

14, And the Smriti (also) says (so), 
“The gods themselves arc perplexed, looking" 
for the path of him who has no path” (Mbh. 
12, 270. 22) which thus denies departure for the 
ivuower of Brahman. 

Topic 7: The organs of the knower of the 
Nirguna Brahman get merged in It ni death. 

^nffT 1^, <r«nnTf ii n ii 

5n& Those in the Supreme Brahman 3*11 bo % 
for 311^ (the scripture) says. 


B.s. — 31 
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15. Those (Pranas) . (are merged) in 

the Supreme Brahman, for so. .(the scripture) 
says. ' . • i . 

This Sutra descn-ibeH what happens to the 
Tr0,nas (organs) and the hue essence- of the gros^s 
elements in which they abide, in the cas§ of a 
Jdiower of Brahman who »dies. These organs and 
the elements get merged in the’ Supreme Brah- 
man. '‘The sixteen digits of this witness, the 
Puriisha, having their goal in Him are dissolved 
on reaching Him"^ '(Pr. 6*. 5). The' text, “All the 
fifteen parts of tlieh’ body enter into their canses’^ 
etc. (Mn. 3. 2. 7) gives the end from a relative 
'.standpoint; according to which the body disinte- 
grates and goes hade to its caxiafe,' the’ elements. 
The former text si^eaks from a transcendental 
standpoint, according to .which the whole aggre- 
gate is merged in Brahman, even as the. illusory 
snake is merged in ‘ the rope when, knowledge 
dawns. ’ 

Topic 8: 'The digits {Kalus) of the hnower of I ha 
Nirguna Brakvian attain ub^olute non- 
(UHinotion with Brahman at death. 

. , . ariWi:, 

Noix-distinction account of the 

katement (of the scriptures). ' " 

16. ' (Absolute) n9n^distmcl|i.pri ^ (with 
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Br^,limaa of tlie paxts merged takes place) 
-according to tlie statement (of the sorip- 
tixres). 

‘-Tlieir names tmcl forms are destroyed,’ and 
a)eqple speak of tlie P.iimslia only. Then- lie be- 
vcomes devoid of digits and imhiortar’ (Pn. 6. 5). 
Tke digits get absolutely merged in the Supreme 
•Brabman. Tbe nimrging in tbe case nf the 
knower of Braliman is absolute,, whereas in tbe 
•case of an ordinary ,pea:son it is not so; they esdst 
an a fine potential .state, tbe cause of future re^ 
hirtb. But in tbe case of tbe knower of Brabnian, 
Bkiowledge ' baving destroy efl ignorance, all these 
digits which are but its effects, get merged abso- 
^Aitely, without any chance of cropping up again. 

Topic f): The soul of the knower of the Snguna 
iB,rahm.nu com-es to the heart at the time of 
dealh and thence goes out through 
the SusJminnu, 





^ II II , 

phe illumining of the top of its 
‘(sottl^) abode (the heart) with > tjie 

. passage illumined by this light owing . to 

.ithe efficacy of knowledge • 

i ■ , 


48G 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[4;2.1T 


because of the appropriateness of constant medita- 
tion of the way which is a part of that knowledge 
and being favoured by Him who resides 

in the heart by the ozie that is beyond the 

hundred, . 

17. (When^the soul of a knower of tW 
Saguna Brahman is about to depart from 
the body, there is) the illninining of the top 
of its abode (the heart) ; with the passage- 
(for the exit of the soul) illumined by this^ 
light (tile soul departs), being favoured by 
Him who resides in the heart, along that 
nerve which is beyond the hundred {i.&. the 
hundred and first nerve or the Sushumnd.) 
owing to the efficacy of the knowledge and 
the appropriateness of his constant medita- 
tion on the way which .is a part of that 
Imowledge. 

This Sutra describes the exit from the body 
of a knower of the Saguna Brahman, It has al- 
ready been stated in Sutra 7 that till the souPs^ 
entering on the path, the mode of departure of a 
laiower of the Saguna Brahman and an ignorant 
man is the same. The Brihadalranyaka text des- 
cribing the death of a person says, “AYhen this, 
self becomes weak and senseless, as it were, the* 
organs come to it... it comes to the heart” ,.j^Brih. 
4. 4. 1); again, “The top of the heart brightens. 
Through that brightened toi) the self departs,. 
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•either thj^ougli the eye^ or tbroiigh the head, or 
•through any other part of the body” (Brih. 
4. 4. 2). These texts show that at the time of 
•death the soul together Avith the organs comes to 
the heart. At that moment the departing soul, 
on. acoonnt of its X3ast Avorks, has a peculiar con- 
iseiousuess picturing to it its next life, and goes to 
the body which is revealed by that consciousness. 
T]xis is what is referred to as the illumining of 
the top of the heart. AVith this particular con- 
■sciousness the soul goes out, along one of the 
nerves that issue from the heart, to the eyes, or 
tear.s, or the skull, or other parts of the body, 
Avhich it finally leaves through that particular 
-exit. The question now i.s Avhether this departure 
is the same for a knower of the Saguna Brahman 
vand an ordinary man. This Sntra says that 
llunigh the illumining of the top of the heart is 
'Common to both, yet the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman, through the grace of the Lord Avho 
abides in the heart, departs through the skull 
♦only, Avhile others depart through other paits. 
This is consistent Avith his knowledge and cons- 
tant meditation on the way out through the 
liundred and first nerve, the SAishnmna. The 
folloAAdng text elucidates it: “There are a 
tiAindred and one nerves of the heart; one of 
them, penetintes the head ; going up along that, 
ooe attains Immortality; the others serving for 
•departure in various directions'" (Chh. 8. 6. 6.). 
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Topic 10: The wul of a hnower- of the Sapuna- 
limhmxan followa the mya of the swi after 
death and goes to BraTimalolxa. 

ii ir 

Following the rays. 

' 18. (The soul of a knower of tlW 
Saguna Brahman when he dies) follows the* 
rays (of the sun). 

Ill the Cliliaiidogya irpiuiisliaiT ^ve hare, 
f!o do these rays of Iho sxiii go li> hoih the world's, 
this as well as the other. They proceed honi tluv 
siui and enter into ihe.se nerves (8. 6. 2); again, 
'‘l^Hien he lluis departs from body, then' 

along these very I'ays lie proceeds upwards’^ etc. 
(8. (p. 5). Tn these texts we learn that the .sonl of 
the kupwer of the 8agima Brahman, after de]iart- 
iiig from the body along the Hnsluimna, follows 
the rays of the sun. A doubt arises whether the 
soul of one who jiasses away in the night alscr 
follows the ray.s. T'he Sutra says that- tlie soul, 
whether it departs in the night or during the day,, 
follow’s the rays. 

II n II 

1^ In the night not '^cl.if it ke said ?r- not 
the connection con- 
tinues as long as the body lasts (the Srutiy . 

declares ^ also. 
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19. if it be said (that tfie sdnl does) 
not (follow the rays), in the night, (we say) 
not so, because the connection (of the 
nerves and the rays) continues as long as 
the body lasts; (the Sruti) also declares 
(this). ' ^ . 

The text quoted in the last Sutra*, Chli, 8. 6 2, 
sliows that the boiaiection between the rays aud 
the nerves lasts as long' as the body lasts. So' it 
is immaterial, whether the soul passes out by day 
or by night. . Moi'eover, the sun/s.rays continue 
even d,uring the night, though we do not .feel their 
presence owing to the fact that at hight their 
number is limited, The Sruti also says, ‘“Even 
by night the sun sheds his rays.’^ The result of 
knowledge cannot he made to depend on the acci- 
dent of death' by day or night. 

. Topic 11: The soul of the hnoioer of the Sagunfjb 
Brahman goes to Bmlimalnha even if he should 
die duri.ng the southern course of the sun. 

Eor the same reason ^ and during the 
sun’s course' sifir even southern. • ■ 

"And for the same reason (the soul 
follows the^ rays)- even ^^uring the^ sun’s 
southern course. ‘ 

An objection is raised by the opponent that 
the soul df the hnower of Brahman whd' parses 
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iiway during tlie southern course of the sim does 
not follow the rays to Brahinaloka, as both the 
iiruti and Smriti say that only one who dies 
during the northern course of the sun goes there. 
Moreover, it is also mitten that Bhishma waited 
for thg northern bourse of the sun to leave the 
body. This Sutra says that for the same reason 
as mentioned in the last Sutra, i,e. the unreason- 
ableness of malting the result of knowledge 
depend on the accident of death happening* at a 
particular time, the Icnower of the Saguna Brah- 
man goes to Brahinaloka even if he should die 
during the southern course of the sun. In the 
text, //Those who know thus.,. go .ta‘ light, from 
light to day, from day to the bright half of the 
month, and from that to the six months of the 
northern course of the sun’’ (Chh. ,5. 10. 1), the 
points in the northern course of the sun do not 
refer to any division of time hut to deities as mil 
be shown under 4. S. 4. Bhishma’s waiting, how- 
ever, was for upholding apj)roved custom and for 
showing that on account of his father’s boon he 
could die at will. 

wiW 'St II R? II 

"With respect to the Yogis ^ and 
the Smriti declares belonging to the class of 
Smritis ^ and these two. . ^ 

21. And (these times) the Smriti 
declares with respect to the Yogis; and 
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these two (Yoga and Stokhya according 
to which they practise Sadhana) are classed 
as Bmritis (and not Srutis). 

in the Gita we have passages which declare 
that persons who die during the day etc. do not 
j*ekirn any more to this mortal world. Tide 
Grita 8. 23, 24, On the strength of those texts, ' 
the opponent sa 3 ’’s that the decision of the pre- 
vious Sutra cannot he correct. This Sutra refutes 
that objection saying that these details as to time 
mentioned in the Gita ai)ply only to Yogis who 
practtse Sadhana accortling to Yoga and Sankhya 
(Systems; and these two are Smritis, not Srutis. 
Henco the limitations as to time mentioned in 
them do not apply to those who meditate on the 
:Saguna Brahman according to the Sruti texts. 



CHAPTER jy 


SliCTTON ITI ■ • 

In tlie, last section tlie departure of tlio soul 
of 'a knower of the Saguna Bralinian hy the path 
of the gods has been described. This .section 
(teals with the path itself. 

Topic 1: The path conncctcil mltli deities hegin- 
niihff. with that of the flame is the only patdi io 
Brahmaloha. 

3Tf^<TfT^T, fRsfsra: II ni 

(Oq the path <?oiinGcted with deities) 
beginning with that of the flame that' being 

well known (from the Sriiti). 

1. (On the path connected with 
deities) beginning witli that of the flame* 
(the soul of the knower of the Saguna Brah- 
man travels to Brahmaloka after death), 
that being well Imown (from, the Sruti). 

' In the last section it was stated that the 
knower of the Saguna Brahman travels by 
Devay8.na or tlie path of the gods toi Brahmaloka. . 
About this patli itself different texts make 
different declarations. The Cbbandogya and the- 
Brihadtonyaka say that the departed soul ot 
such a person reaches -first the deity identified’ 
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flevme. Vide Ohli, 5. 10. 1 and Brill., 
6. 2. 15„ Tlie Briiiaclari\iiyalia in connection 'witli. 
anotlier Vidy^ says tliat it roaclies tlie air. Yide* 
Brill, o.. 10. 1. Tile Kansliitaki Upanisliad says,, 
tliat it readies tlie world of lire, Yide Kan. 1. 3. 
Tlie Mnndaka says tliat it trayelvS liy the path of 
the snn. 'Vide Mn. 1. 2. 11. The question is whether- 
these texts., refer- to , diSerent paths or. are diiferent 
descriptions of the ..same xiatli, the path of, the- 
gods. The opponent holds that these, texts refer 
to different paths to Brahmalolia. The Sutra* 
refutes this yiew and says that all the texts refer- 
to and giye only dihei’eut particnlors nt the. same- 
jiafch, the path connected with deities heginning- 
with that identi.fi.ed ivith the flame. AYliy? Om 
account of 'its heing well hnown from the »Sruti‘ 
texts that this is the -path for all knowers of Brah- 
man, ^ ‘Those who know this (Panchagni Yidya)- 
and those who in the forest meditate with faith 
and penance, reach ihe deity identified with 
flame’' etc.’ (Chh. 5, 10. 1) shows that this path- 
connected with deities beginning with that of the- 
flame belongs to all. knowers of Brahman what- 
ever be ,the Vidya through which they have 
attained that knowledge. Moreover, the goal 
attained, mz. . Brahmalol^a, being - the same in aB 
cases;, and there being no justifleatipn for regard- 
ing tfla path as diflerent on account of their being,; 
treated' in ..difleren.t ; chapters, since some part ol 
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ihe paik is recognized in nil texts, we have to 
■conclude that all the texts refer to the same path, 
hut give diherent particulars, which have all to 
ibe coinbined for a full descnax^tioii of the path. . 


Tupxo '2-: The departing soul reaches the deity 
of the year and then the deity of the air. 


ii R ii 

The deity of the air the deity of 

’the year on account of the absence 


•and presence of specification. 

2. (The departed soul of a knower of 
’the Saguna Brahman goes) from the deity 
^of the year to the deity of the air, on ac- 
count of the absence and presence of 
••specification. 

In the last 8utra it was stated that the 
'different texts give different particulars or stages 
'of the some ])ath. This 8utra fixes the order of 
ike stages. The Kaushitald describes the path as 
follows: “The IJpasaka, having reached the 

path of the gods, reaches ‘the world of Agni (fire), 
^of Yayu (air), of yaruna,,of Indra, of Prajapati, 
and then of Brahman^’ (Ivan. 1, 3). Again, the 
‘Chhaudog’ya XJpanishad describes the path as 
foliow.s : “They reach the deity identified with 

the flame, from him to the deity of the day, from 
Tiim to the deity of the bright half of the month, 
-from him to the deities identified with the six 
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montlis of tile ixorthem patli of tke sun, from, 
tliem to the deity pf the year, from him to the- 
deity of the suii, froaii him to the deity of the* 
moon, from him to the deity of ligditning’' 
(Chh. 6. 10. 1), ^ ■ 

In these two texts the first deitjl^ they reach is> 
said to he the deity of the flame or fire. So the 
starting point is clearly pointed out hy hotlu 
texts, for* they say that having reached the path 
of the gods the departed souls reach this dfeity. 
Combining these two texts we have to place the* 
deity of air in between the deity of the year and 
the deity of the sun. Why? Because of the* 
absence and presence of specification. “When lu 
man departs from this world, he reaches the- 
(deity identified with) air, wMch mahes an o'pm- 
ing for Mm... He goes upwards through that and 
reaches the {deity of the) sun” (Brih. 5^ 10, 1). 
This text fixes that air comes immediately before 
the sun because we perceive a regular order of 
succession. But as regards air coming after the- 
deity of the flame there is no specification, but 
simply a statement: “He comes from the world 
of fire to that of air.” In between these two* 
stages we have several other stages which the 
Chhandogya text mentions. Again in the text, 
“From the deities identified with the six months 
in which ’the sun travels northward he' reaches the* 
deity identified with the world of the gods”" 
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(Btik. 0. 2. 15). To keep tlie hiiniodiate sequence 
of tlio (leit-y identificHl witk air and tliat 
identified with tke sun, we must understand tkat 
t:ke soul jjasses from tke deily of tke world of tke 
.^f'ods to tke deity of tile air. Again in tke texts 
'of tke Ckkandogya and tke Brikadaranyaka, tke 
^deity of tke world of tke gods is not mentioned 
ill tke former and tke deity of tke year in tke 
iatter. Botk kave to ke included in tke fnll des- 
(iription of tke patk, and since tke year is connect- 
ted wijik tlie . inontks, ike deity of tke year 
jirocedes tke deity of ike world of tke gods. 

Topic o: After rearhuifj ihe dcil}) identified with 
.lightning the soul reaches the world of Varuna. 

rrflfrsfsr ai^:, II ^ II 

5t&^rspJ, After the deity of lightning Wf: (comes) 
'Vanina (rain-god) account of the connec- 

'tion. . • 

3. After (reaching) the ^ieity of light- 
ning (the soul reaches) VaTuna, on account 
<oi the connection (between the two). 

Tke Ckk^ndogya text reads, '"From tke sun 
td tke mook, from moon to lightning. Tke 
k^auskitaH text reads, ‘'From Yayu to Varuna.’^ 
Comkinikig these two texts we kave to plac^ 
Varuna aiftm* lightning, on account of Tke con- 
'neetioji beMyqen tke two. Varuna is tke god of 
irain,. and, lightning .precedes,,, rain . So after 
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cpnies A^ainiiia. And after Yariina come 
Iiidra and lh;ajapati, for ttiere is no otker place 
for tKenij and the Kmishitaki text also puts them 
there. 

So the (complete ennineration. of the stages of 
■the path .of the gods is as follows: Pirst the 
•deity of the flame or lire., then the deity of the 
.<lay, the deity of the bright half -of the months 
the deities of the six months when the snn trave].s 
to the north, the deity of the year, the deity of the 
world of gods, the deity of fthe air, the sun,, the 
moon, tho deity of lightnings the , world ol; 
Yaruna, the woidd of ludfa, the world of ' 

pati, and finally Jlrahmaloha. 

Topic 4: Flame etc, referred to in the tetxt 
deacHhlntj the path of the gods mean deities 
identified with the flame eta., which 
conduct the soul stage after stage 
• '■■ ■ till Brahmalolca is reached. 

M 5? II , 

(These are) deities conducting the souh 
account of indicatory marks of ' that.. 

4. (These are) deities conducting the 
«oul (on the path of the gods), on account 
of indicatory marks to that effect. 

In the texts cited in the previous Sutras, 
flame, brigljut half of the mouthy year, etc, are the 
deities identifled with these, which ^ece|ye . the 
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departed soul and conduct it on its way to 
Brahma] olca. That deities are meant here, and 
not marks or places ot enjoyment, is indicated 
by the text of the Clihaiidog-yu, which ends thus: 
“From the moon to the lightning. Then a being 
who is not a man ]eads them to Brahman^* (Chh. 
4. 15. 5; 5. 10. 1). This text showa that unlike 
the preTious guides who were more or less human,, 
this i)articular guide i^s not hximan in nature. 

II Ml 

From the bcmimbod state of both 
^fe^Jthat is established. 

5. (That deities are meant in those 
texts) is established, because both {i.e. the 
traveller and the path) are benumbed {i.e. 
unconscious) . 

The departed souls, because their organs etc. 
are withdrawn into the mind, are incapable of 
guiding themselves. And the flame etc. being- 
without intelligence cannot guide the souls.. 
Hence it is proved that intelligent deities identi- 
fled with the flame etc. guide the souls to Brahma- 
loka. Moreover, as the organs of the departed 
souls are withdrawn into the mind, they cannot 
enjoy, and so flame and the rest cannot htf worlds 
where they enjoy, ‘ , 

j| ^ ii 

' By ( the superhuman ) guide connected 
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wiili lightning alone from thence that 

being known from the Sriiti. 

6. From thence (the souls are guided} 
b}' the very same (superhuman) person who 
comes to lightning, that being known from 
the Sruti. 

After they haye reached tlve deity identified 
with lightning, they are led hy that very auper- 
Iniinaii person who takes charge of them from the 
doily o’f lightTiing to Bnilimaloka through the 
worlds oP Yaruna, Indra, 'and Prajapati. This is 
kiunvu from Chh. 4. 15. 5, 5. 10. 1 and Brih. 
f). 2. J5. Varunji and others do not actually 
guide the soul like the earlier guides, since the 
su])orhuinim person guides them all through aftei" 
lightning nj) to Brahmnloka. They only favour 
lhe souls eiiliev by not obstructing or helping 
them in some way. 

Therefore it is established that by fiame etc- 
deities are meant. 

Topic 0 : Till 6 Jh-ahman to which the departed 
,so'uis fjo hy the /yods is the 

Snffuna Brahman. 

:bt 4 •• ii ii 

*1^ The relative (Brahman) BSkdari its 
on account of the possibility of being the 

goal. 


ji.s. — 32 
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7. The relative (Brahman) (is attain- 
ed by the soul going by the path of the 
gods), (so says) Bada^i, on account of the 
possibility of its being the goal (of a 
i’ourney). 

In tile ]n’evioiis Sntra the -way was discussed. 
N'ow from this iSntra onwards the discussion is 
tihoiit the goal reached. The Chhandogya text 
•ipioted in eomu'ction with t]ie way, says, ‘'Then 
a being who is not a man leads them to Brah- 
nwii'” (Chli. o. 10. 1). 'rile ciiiesiion is whether 
thiM Brahman is tlie tSagnna Brahman or the 
Supreme Brahman. Badari says it is the vSaguna 
Brahman, for such a jjourney is possible only 
with respect to the Saguiia Brahman,, which is 
.finite and therefore occupies a particular place 
to which the souls may go. But it is not possible 
with respect to the Nirguna Brahman, which is 
a 11 -pervading. 


II II 


account of the qualification and. 

8, And on account of the qualifica- 
tion (with respect to this Brahman in 
another text), 

“And conducts them to the worlds of 
Brahman^ ^ (Brih. 6. 2. 15). The plural number 
is not possible with respect to the Supreme. 
Brahman, while it is possible in the case of the 
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wliicli may abide in different 

-o-onclitians. 

ii s ii 

account of the neaimoss g but cf?Ir 
(its) designation as that. 

9. But on account of the nearness (of 
the Saguna Brahman to the Supreme Brah- 
man, it is) designated as that Supreme 
Brahman). 

‘Blit’ sets aside uiiy doubt that may arise on 
raccouiit of the Avovd ‘Brahman’ being used for 
the Sugnua Brahman in the Chliaaidogya text. 
This designation, the Rutra says, is because . of 
the neaimess of the Sagiii;a Bi'ahman to the Sup- 
reme Brahman. 

, arfqqiqiq; n n 

On the dissolution of the B/ahmaloka 
along with the ruler of that wdrld {i.e. 
Sagiina Bi’ahm an) higher than that (i.e.; the 

Supreme Brahman) on account of the dc- 

cilaration of the Srnti. 

10. On the dissolution of the Brah- 
maloka (the souls attain), along with the 
Tiller of that world, what is higher than 
that (i.e. the Supreme Bi‘ahman), on ac- 
eount gf the declaration of the Sruti. 

If the -souls going hy the path of the gods - 
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reafl] the Saoaniii Brakiiuui, tkeii liow c*an u siule- 
?iio7ii- like '*'Tk(‘y no more 3'eiui’n to tliis worltV' 
(Rrili,, (). 2. io) 1)0 Diuule witli respect to ilieiu, 
as there eaJi l)o no unywhere upart 

fnon tJie iSnpreine ]4nihiiiim? This Snira (‘x«- 
plains it sayinj>‘ that at the dissolution ot the- 
Eralimaloka the souls, which hy that time have* 
attained lumwledge, alon^ with the Bag'uua 
Bralaiiaii attain what is higher than the ySaguna 
Brahman, /.c. the »Sui)iTme Biuhinan, Bo the- 
Sriiti texts declare. 

II r< II 

On account of the Smriti ^ and. 

11. And. on account of the Smrith 
(texts supporting this view). 

qR! ll ll 

The Supreme (Brahman) (so says)- 

Jahnini on account of that being the 

primary meaning (of the word ‘BrahmanO- 

12. The Supreme (Brahman) (is^ 

attained by the souls going by the path of 
the gods), (so says) Jaimini, on account of 
that being the primary meaning (of the^ 

word ‘Brahman’). 

■*' . 

Sutras 12-14 give, a prhui facie view of the- 
matter. ^ 

Jaimini thinks that the word ‘Brahman* in. 
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I-Ih-' (jliliuudugyii toxt refers to tke Stii)reme 
Jfi'ulniuiii, us tkut is iliB i>i‘iiiiury ineanmg- of tlie 
word. 

II II 

account of the Bniti texts ^ and. 

13. And becauwse the Sruti declares 

that. 

upwards ))y that he reaches inniior- 
ialLly” (Clih. 8. 0. 0; E.ath. 2. (h 16). This text 
says that' tlie soul which passes out of the "body by 
flic nerve Suslnnniia I'eaches iininortulity, and 
this can b(‘ attained only in the .Su]mnne 
iBralnnau. 


n Not and W in the Sagiinn Bralimau argqfe- 
the desire to attain Brahman. 

14. ' And the desire to attain Brahman 
{which an Upasaka has at the time of death 
.can) not (be with respect to) the Saguna 
Brahman. 

come to tlie assenibly-house, of Frajupati’’ 
(Chh. 8. .14. 1). This desire to attain ‘the house' 
cannot be with i-espcci to the Sa^guna Bi’ahman, 
but is aj)])ro])riate only with resiiect to the Suxi- 
Touie Brahman. Bor the text tfuoted says eailiei, 
“■‘And iliut within which these (names and forms) 
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ure ooiilidiiod is Jlmlivutn,'’ wliere ike vSiii)rwiie 
Jk'iiliiiuni iuS referred to. 

Sutras 12-14 give tlie opp()llent^^ 
against wkat lias been said in Sntrus T-11. Tko 
arguments of >Sntras 12-14 are I'efuted tlius : The 
Brakman attained by tkose wlio go by tke patk 
of fclie gods cannot be ike Supreme Bi'akmaTi. 
Tliey attain only tke Sagima Brakinau. Tke 
Supremo Bralnnan' is all-pervading', tke Inner 
Self of all. SiK'li a Ih’uknuni cannot be attained,, 
for It is tile Self of everyone. Journey or. 
attaiuHient is possible only wkere tkere is- 
difference, wkere tke at tain or is different from 
tke tiling attained. AATiat is called realiisation! 
of tke Supreme Brakmaji is nothing but tlio 
removal of ignorance about It. In suck a reali- 
isaiion tkere is no going or attaining. Wkeii* tke 
ignorance is removed Brakman manifests Itself. 
But tko attainment of Brakman spoken of in tke- 
texts conneded until tile patk of tke gods is not 
merely tke removal of ignorance kut actnaL 
Snell an attainment is not possible ^1111 resiieoL 
to tke Siijirenie Brakman. Again tke passage, 
“I enter tke asseinbly-konse of Prajiipati,” etc., 
can be separated from wkat precedes and be con- 
nected with tke Sagiiiia Brakman. Tke fact that 
Ckk. 8, 14. 1 says, “I am tke glory of tke 
BrtBunanas, of tke kings” cannot make it refer 
to tke i)Jirgnna Brnkman, for tke Sagnna Brak- 
man can also be said to be tlie Self of all, as we 
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fiucl in texts like, “He to wKom jill works, all 
desires belong’' etc, (Olili. 3. 14. 2). Tke 
reference to tbe journey to Brabman, wMcb 
belongs to tbe sphere of relative knowledg^^e, in a 
cbapter which deals with Supreme Knowledge is 
only by way of glorification of the latter. There- 
fore the view expressed in vSatras 7-11 by Badari 
is the correct one. 

Topic 0: Only those who hme -woi^shipped the 
Saguna Brahnian without a symbol 
attcdn Brahmialoha, 

II II 

Those who do not nse a symbol 
(of Brahman) in their meditations (the super- 
human being) leads ^ so says Bli-dar^tyana 

if this distinction is made there being 

no contradiction as is the meditation bn that 

(so does one become) ^ and. 

15. Eadarliyaiia says that (the super- 
human being) leads (to Brahmaloka only) 
those who do not use a symbol (of Brahman) 
in their meditations, there being no contra- 
diction if this distinction is made, and (it 
being construed by the principle) as is the 
meditation on that (so does one become). 

The question is raised whether all worshippers 
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of the Sag’iiaa Bralmiaii go to liniluiuiloku, 
l)emg led by tbe sui)erliximaii being’ nientioiied 
in Cbh. 4. 15. 5.' The opi)onent bolds Ibat they 
do, according to 3. 31 ante, where it is 
•expressly stated that all, whatever be their Viclya, 
.go to Bnihinaloku. This )Sutra says that only 
those worshippers of tlie Saguna Brahman who 
do not use any symbol of Brahman in their medi- 
tation go there. This, however, does not con- 
tradict what is -said in 3. 3. 31 if we understand 
that by ‘all’ are meant all those worshippers who 
do not take ihe help of any symbol, At or cover, 
this view is jnstihed by the Srnti and Smriti 
defdaralions w'hich say, “In whatever form they 
meditate on Him, that they .become.” .In tlie 
worshij} of the symbols the meditations are jiot 
£xed on Brabmun, tlie symbols' being the chief 
thing in them, and so the worshipi)er does not 
attain Brahmaloka. But the case of one who 
worships the five tii'es is difterent, as there is a 
direct scriptural statement saying that he goes to 
Brahmaloka. Where there is no such direct 
scriptural statement, we have to hold that only 
those whose object of meditation is Brahman, go 
to Brahmaloka, not others. 

II 

Difference’^ and the scripture declares. 

16. And the scripture declares a 
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*(lili*erence (Avith respect to meditations on 
.symbols) . 

who meditates name as Brahman 

beoimiCvS iadepeiideiit so far as name reaches’^ 
(Chh. 7. 1. 5); “One who meditates upon speech 
ma Bvahimui becomes independent so far as speech 
reacdies” (Uhh. 7. 2. 2). In the.se texts the Sruti 
tells of dill'erent results accoi’diug to the tliffer- 
vencaj in the symhols. This is possible because the 
inedilations depend on symbols, while there could 
be no smdi difference in i-esnlts if they depended 
lOii (b.e one ii on-different Bjulmian. Hence it is 
■clear that those who use symbols for their medi- 
tations (tannot go to Brahmaloka like those who 
imoditate on the Saguiia Brahman. 
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Skotion IV 

III tlie liisl section the iittaiimejit of Bralima- 
loka by the worshippers of the Sag'tina Brahman 
3ias been dealt with. This .section deals with the 
realization of the (Supreme Brahman by It& 
worsliixipers. 

Topic 1: Tim released soul does not acquire 
anything new but only manifests its 
true nature. 

II ? II 

I'laving attained tlicre is miinitesta- 

tion (of its real nature) from the word 

‘ownk 

1. (Wlieii the Jiva) has attained (the 
highest light) there is manifestation (of its 
real nature), as we know from the word 
hwn’ . 

“ISTow this serene and haiipy being, after 
having risen from this body, and having attained! 
the highest light, reaches its own true form/’ 
(Chh. 8. 3. 4). The op}ponent exxilains this text us- 
follows: ' The individual soul which has got rid' 
of its identification with the three bodies, viz.. 
gross, .subtle, and causal, after attaining Brahinani 
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oxivsts iix ilie state o£ Liberation. 'Tkis Liberatioib 
was not a pre-existent thing', biit something that is 
newly acquired like heaven, as the word "^reaches’ 
ill the text clearly show's. Therefore Liberation is- 
something new^ that is acquired by the Jiva. The 
Sutra refutes this view and says that the wmrd 
‘own’ show's that Liberation w'as a pre-existent 
thing. The Jiva muni Pests its own nature, i.e. its- 
real nature, which -was so long covered with ignor- 
ance. This is iis atiainnient of Liberation. It is- 
nothing that is newdy acquired. 

iT%T?tTn, II II 

3^^: Released the prcniisc, 

2. (The Self which manifests Its true- 
nature attains) Liberation, (as is known) 
from the premise (made in the scriptures). 

If Liberation is nothing new' that is acquired 
by the Jiva, then wdiat is its difPerence fronn 
bondage^ The Jiva in the state of bond- 
age was subject to tlie three states of wakeful- 
ness, dretun, and deep sleep, and was experienc-- 
lug hapjiiness and misery, imagining itself to be 
finite. On being fi-eed from all these misconcep- 
tions it realizes its true nature, which is Absolute 
Bliss. This removal of all misconceptions is what 
is known as Liberation. Betaveen these two states- 
there is a world of dijference. How is it known, 
that in this state the Jiva is liberated? From the* 
premise made in the scriptures — says the Sutra.. 
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*'l -will lixpliiin Jt to you fiirllier'’ (Clili. 8. 9. 3; 
.8. 10. 4; 8. 11. 3) — liero. the »Sruti proposes to 
.oxpouiul that Sell whirh is free from all imperfeo- 
lions, and it heglns dlius: *‘Tlie being without 
ihe body Is not touched by i)k‘HSure and pain’^ 
(Chii. 8. 12. 1) and concludes, “Thus does this 
’.serene being rising above its body and having 
reached the highest light, appear in its own true 
-nature’’ ((dih. 8. 12. 3). 

II ^ II 

311iT!T The Supreme Self 5PB?yifclon account of the 
context. 

3. (The ‘light’ attained by the Jiva 
is) the Supreme Self ; on account of the 
-context. 

The ‘Light’ attained hy the Jiva which is 
referred to in the Chh. 8., 3. 4 is the Supreme Self, 
.and not any physical light, for the Self is the 
•subject-matter wliicdi is introduced thus: “The 
:Self whic'h is free from evil, undecaying,’’ etc. 
(Chh, 8. 7. L). The word ‘light’ is also used to 
‘denote the vSelf in texts lihe, ‘TTx>on that immortal 
Light ot all Jiglits the gods meditate as longevity” 
•{Brih. 4. 4. 10). 

Topic 2: The relation of the released, soul 

.with Jhakinan is 07ie of non-reparation, 

arPwTtJf, II » II 

As inseparable for it is so seen 

from the scriptures,, 
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4. (The Jiva in the state of Libera- 
tion exists) as inseparable (from Brahman),, 
for it is so Kseen from the scriptures. 

The qiieslion is raised whether the diva in the' 
state of Liberation exists ns different from* 
Brahman or as one Avitli, and inseparable irom, It. 
The Sutra says that it exists as inseparable tToin 
Bralimuii, for the scrii)turea say so. “That tlioir. 
art*’ (Ohh. 0. 8. 7); “I am Brahman” (Brih, 1. 4.. 
10); “Beinjy but’ Brahman, he is merged im 
Brahmiin” (Brih. 4. 4. G) — all these texts declare* 
that the released soiil is identical Avith Brahman. 
Passages Avliicli H])eak of diffei^ence hoA^e to be*- 
ex])lained in n secondary sense as expressing- 
unity. 

Topic o: Cfui7'acf erf sties of tJw soul that has 
attained the Nirgvna Bi'alwian. ' 

stT^oi II II 

As possessed of the attributes of Brahman 
(so says) Jaimini on account of tho 

reference etc. 

5. (The liberated soul exists) as 
possessed of the attributes of Brahman 
(so says) Jaimini, on account of the refer- 
ence etc. 

It has baen said that the liberated soul attains* 
Brahman. * But Brahman has tAro aspects; one the 
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’imcoudiiioned nspoid as T^ii'a Tnhdlift*eiice and 
JCi i.( nrle dg'e ; tlu* aUior us dcsuiibad in the Clilian- 
dogya 8. T. 1, “The Self whicii Ls free fi’om evil, 
n.indecaymg, undying, free from sorrow, liiinger 
iiufl thirst, Aviili true desires and volition’^ etc. 
The question is, wliicdi aspect does the liberated 
soul attain.^ Jairnini says that it is the condi- 
'tioned aspect. Why? On account of the reference 
to the nature of the Self as being such in the text 
• cited. ‘Etc.’ iuchides Yidhi and Yyapadesa. 
'The Yidhi or injunction referred to is, “That is to 
ho sought after,” whi(di. the same Ohh^ndogya 
lext enjoins later on, and Yyapadesa or assertion 
is the mention of the dualities of omniscience and 
'onmipotencc in the same text— “Obtains all 
worlds and all desires.” On. these grounds 
•Jairnini thinks that the liberated soul attains the 
•'Conditioned aspect of Brahman. 




II ^ II 


Solely as Pure Intellipieiico 
that being its true natiiro thus 

Andulomi (thinks). 


6. (The liberated soul exists)- solely 
■as Pure Intelligence, that being its true 
nature; thus Audiiloini (thinks). 

This Sutra gives another view about the 
liberated state, which is that of the sage Andulomi. 
‘The soul being solely of the nature of Pure 
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jntelligenco, it exisis as suoli in tlie liberated 
(Qualities like being free from sin and 
-<mmis('iem‘,e are fanciful, and mean only ibe 
ab.sen(‘e of sin etc. 


even ^'PSiraia, on account of refer- 
enoe the former qualities existing 

there is no contradiction (so says) B^clar^i- 

yana. 

7. ^ Even if it be so {i.e. if the liberated 
fioiil exists as Pure Intelligence), on account 
of former qualities existing owing to refer- 
ence (we can accept them 'from the relative 
standpoint, for) there is no contradiction 
(between the two) ; (so thinks) B^idarayana. 

Even though from the absolute standijoint 
the nat\ire of the liberated soul is Pure InteUi- 
gence, yet from the relative standpoint qualities 
referred to by Jaimini can be accepted, as this 
does not contradict Audulomi’s view. The 
released soul never thinks of itself as omniscient, 
omnipotent, etc., bnt exists as Pure Intelligence. 
But from our relative standpoint we can p.e.y of 
such a released* soul as being omniscient etc., 
becaxise Puje Intelligence is beyond our concep- 
tion. The two views describe the liberated soul 
from two different standpoints, and so there is no 
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conini(licii(m behveen tlie hvu. 8o says BadanV 
yana . 


Topic 4: The .vm// mhicJi /m.v attained the Sapund: 

B'rahman effects iis desires hij inere wifi. 

g, cTEf II <i II 

B'CTItl.Tlirougli will only 3 ou 

account of the sciupturos saying that. 

8. But through mere .will (the released 
souls attain their purpose), for the scrip- 
tures say so. 

Tile ciuesiioii of tiiose who attain Brahinaloka 
tlirciiig'li the worship of the Saguiia Brahman by 
means of Tidyas like the Bahani Vidya is taken 
up for discussion in this Sutra. In. this A^idya it 
is said, “If he he desirous of the world of the* 
fathers, hy his mere will they come to him^’ ((Tih. 
S. 2. 1), The question is whether will alono 
suffices to get the result, or a further oiierutive 
cause is necessary. This Sutra says that hy inere- 
will the result comes, for' the >Sruti so declares. 
The will of the released is different from our will, 
and has the power of producing results Avitlnuit. 
any operative cause. 

3T5r tpr =^jrE?rrf¥ri%: ii u 

For the very reason 'f and he is- 

without a lord. 
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9. And for this very reason the re- 
leased soul is without a lord. 

A liberated soul is master of himself. “]?or 
them there is freedom in all worlds” (Ohh. 8. 1. 
6 ). 

Topic '5: A released soul which has attained 
Brahmaloha can exist with or w{tho%it 
a body according to its liking. 

®mT5f n II 

Absence (of body and organs) Badari 

(considers) (the Sruti) says % because T^thus. 

10. There is absence (of body and or- 
gans, in the case of the. released souls) 
(considers) BMari, because (the scripture) 
says thus. 

In the previous Sutra it was told that if one 
attains Brahmaloka, by his mere wish things come 
to pass. This shows that that soul possesses a 
mind. The question naturally arises whether it 
possesses a body and the organs. Badari says that 
it does not, for the scripture says so. "‘And it is 
by means of this divine eye of the mind that he 
sees the desires and rejoices” (Ohh. 8. 12. 5)’, 
which shows that it possesses only the mind and 
not the organs etc. 

^ Existence Jaimini because 
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the scripture declares (the capacity to a.ssnme) ,| 

diverse forms. 

11. (The released soul) possesses (a | 

body and the organs), considers Jaimini, , | 
because the scriptures declare (the capacity I 

on the part of such a soul to assume) diverse I 

forms. I 

‘Tie beiug ojie becomes three, five, seven, 
nine"’ (Chh. 7. 2(>. 2). This text says that a 
j’eleased soul can assume more than one form, ^ 

which shoAvs that it possesses besides the mind, a ] 

body and. the organs. This is the view of ; 

Jainiini. 

5T^2gTi;ETgwfir'ir' ^^^ofrs^r: ii '<?. \\ 

gJ2(5nf^?I,Like the twelve days^ sacrifice 
(is) of both kinds B^darftyana from this. 

12. From this BMar%ana (surmises) 

(that the released soul is) of both kinds, 
like the twelve days' sacrifice. 

From the twofold declaration of the scrij)- 
Ihres Bhdarayana thinks that a released soul 
which has attained Brahnialoka can exist botli 
ways — ^with or without a body according to its 
liking: It is like the twelve days’ sacrifice, 
which is called a vSattra as well as an Ahina ] 

sacrifice. 

, wra'; ii ir 

In the; absent pf tg,’ body in 
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dreams (which stand midway between waking and 
deep sleep) J this being reasonable. 

13. In tlae absence of a body (the 
fulfilment of desires is possible) as in 
dreams, since this is reasonable. 

11 

When the body exists as in the- 

•waking state, 

14. When the body exists (the fulfih 
ment of desires is) as in thp -waking state. 

Topic (} : The released soul which has attcvineil 
the Sarjuna BmhmOrt can -animate severdl bodies 
at the same, -tione,. 

a«rr ft: ii w 

S^'T^^Like a flame animating, , so, 

because the scripture ahow^» s ' 

15. (The released sdiths) animating 
{different bodies) is like that of a flames be- 
icause so the scripture shows. - 

In Sutra 11 it was stated that a liberated soul 
(mil assume many bodies at the same time for 
enjoymeflt. The opiioneht holds that this is' xlse- 
less, as enjoyment is possible' only in that body ih 
which the soul and inind exist, while other ’bodies 
mre lifeless pupiiets, sinde the soul aiid" ' ' ihiiid, 
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whicli cannot be divided, cannot exist in more- 
than one body. Tiie Sutra refutes this view and' 
says that the other bodies are not lifeless puj)pets,. 
for a released soul can, on account of its power, 
animate all these bodies, just as the flanie of a' 
lamp can enter into dilferent wiclcs lift'hted from 
it. The soul through its powers ereatCvS bodies- 
with internal organs coftfesponding to the original 
internal organ, and beinj§^ limited hy these, 
divides itself as many. iJence all the created 
bodies bave a soul, which makes enjoyment 
through all of these possible. This we get from 
the scriptures. 

3n1%'i53f fl: II 

Of deep sleep «and absolute union- 
(with Brahman) having in view either 

of these two this is made clear (by the 

Sruti) ^ for. 

16, (The declaration of absence of all 
cognition is made) having in view either 
of the two states, mz. deep sleep and abso- 
lute union (with Brahman), for this is made 
clear (by the scriptures). 

‘.‘‘What should one know and through what” 
(Brih. 2. 4. 14); ‘*But there is not that second 
thing separate from it which it can know” (Ibid., 
4. 3. 30) ; “It becomes like water, one, the witness, - 
and without a second” (Ibid. 4. 3. 32). These 
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texts deny cognition to a. released soul; so Kow is 
it possible for a. released soul to assume several 
bodies and enjoy — says tbe opponent. Tliis Sutra 
'Says that tkese texts refer eitker to tke 
state of deep sleep or to tkat of Liberation, in 
wkick tke soul attains absolute union witk tke 
Nirguna Braknian, as is made clear by tke scrip- 
tures from tke context in eack case. But wkat 
we have been discussing in tke previous Sutras is 
tke case of one wko kas attained not absolute 
union witk Brakman, but only Brakmaloka. Tkis 
-state is quite different from tke otker two states, 
•and as suck, cognition is possible in it, tkere 
being diversity, as also enjoyment, even as in 
keaven, tke difference being that ffom Brakma- 
loka one does not return to tkis eartk, wkereas 
from keaven one returns to tkis mortal world after 
tke exkaustioii of tke virtue wkick raised kirn to 
tke status of a god. 


To'pio 7: The released soul lohich has attained 
Brnhnaloka has all the lordly poviers 
except the power of creation etc. 


Except the power of creation etc. 
5R7?yn^on account of (Iswara being) the subject- 
matter on account of (released souls) 

not being mentioned ^ and. 

17,. (Tbe released soul attains all 
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lordly powers) except the power of creation' 
etc., on account of (Iswara being) the sub- 
ject-matter (of all texts where creation etc. 
are described), and (the released souls) not 
being mentioned (in that connection). 

The question is raised whether those who by 
worshipi)ing the qualified Brahman attain Brah- 
maloka and lordly pOAvers. have limited or 
unlimited powers. The opponent holds that it 
should be unlimited, because ot the scniptural 
texts, “They cati roam at Avill in all the worlds” 
(Chh. T. 25. 2, 8. 1. (>); “To him all the gods otter 
worship” (Taitt. 1. 5). This Sutra sayvS that the 
released souls attain lordly powers without the- 
power of creating, preserving, and destroying the 
universe. Baiaiug this . 7 )ower they get all other- 
powers. Why? Because Ivswara is the subject- 
matter of all the texts dealiug with creation etc., 
while the liberated souls are not mentioned at all 
in this connection. Moreover, this would lead to 
many IswaratS, which may give rise to a conflict, of 
wills with respect to creation etc. Therefore the 
powers of the liberated souls are not aKsolute but. 
limited, 'and are dependent on the will of Iswara. 



SR2r^-NW^^l|c(On account of direct teaching 
if it be said «T not ; because the 

scripture declares (that the soul attains Him Who 
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entrusts the suri etc. (with their offices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

18. If it be said (that the released 
soul attains absolute powers) on account 
of direct teaching (of the scriptures), (we 
say) no, for the scriptures declare , (that the 
released soul attains Him!) who entrusts 
the sun etc. (with their offices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

“He becomes the lord of himseM’’ (Taitt. 1. 
6). Erom the direct teaching of the Sruti the 
opponent holds that the released soul attains, 
ahsoliite powers. The Sutra says that his powers 
depend on the Lord, for the text cited further on 
says, “He attains the Lord of the mind”, the- 
Lord who abides in spheres like the sun etc. and 
entrusts the sun etc. with offices. Therefore from 
this latter part of the text it is clear that the 
released sonl gets its powers from the Lord and 
depends on Him. Hence its powers are not 
unlimited. 

^ ^ 11 II 

Which is beyond all effected things ^ 
and ^«rr so k because existence m the script- 

ure declares. 

19. And (there is a form of the Sup- 
reme Lord) which is beyond all created 
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things, because so the scripture declares 
(His) existence (in a twofold form). 

''Suck is the greatness of it; greater than it is 
the Purusha. One foot of His is all beings. His 
(other) three feet are what i.s immortal in heaven” 
(Chh. 3. 12. 0). This text declares that the 
Supreme Lord abides in two forms, the transcen- 
dental and the relative. ISTow he who worfihips the 
Lord in His relative aspect does not attain the 
transcendental aspect, for the Sruti says, ''As one 
meditates upon That, so one heconies.” Similarly, 
siiice the woi'shipper is not able to comprehend the 
relative aspect of the Lord in full, as possessed of 
infinite attributes and powers, hut is able to com- 
prehend Him only partially, he attains only 
bmited iDowers, and not unlimited powers like the 
Lord Himself. 

ii ii 

(The two) show ^ and thos 5I5!R£r-®13*n% 
perception and inference. 

20. And thus perception and infer- 
ence show. 

This Sutra says that the transcendental 
aspect of the Lord is estehlished by both the Hruti 
and' Smriti. ‘ That form which the previoris Sutra 
cited merely as an example, this Sutra establishes 
on the authority of the Sruti and Smriti. "There 
the' sun shines hot, nor the' moon, nor stars” etc. 
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(Mu. 2. 2. 10); “'That the sun illumines not, nor 
the moon, nor the fire” etc. (Gita 15. 6). 

Because of indications of equal- 
ity with respect to enjoyment only ^ and’. 

21. And because of the indications 
{in the scriptures) of equality (of the re- 
leased soul with the Lord) only with respect 
to enjoyment. 

That the powers of the released soul are not 
unlimited is also hnown from the indications in 
the Sruti that the equality of these souls with the 
Lord is only with respect to enjoyment, and not 
with respect to creation etc. “As all heings take 
care of this Deity, so do they take care of him” 
(Brih. 1. 5. 20); “Through it he attains identity 
with this Deity, or lives in thq same world with 
it” (Brih. 1, 5. 23). All these texts describe 
equality only with respect to enjoyment, and 
mention nothing? as regards creation etc. 

^ 5 ^ WR'^W 

QTfn#!: Non-return account of scriptural 

declaration. 

22. (There is) no return (for these 
released souls); on account of scriptural 
declaration (to that elect). 

If the powei’s of the released souls are 
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limited, tlieix like all limited tiling's iliey too will 
come to an end, and consequently the released 
souls will have to come back from Bralimaloka to 
this mortal worFd — says the opponent. The Sutra 
refutes such a contingency on scriptural authority. 
Those who go to Brahmaloka by the path of the 
gods do not return from there. * ‘Going up by 
that way, one reaches immortality” (Ohh. 8. b. 
6.); “They no more return to this world” (Brih. 
6 . 2 . 15 ). 

The repetition of tiie words “No return” ettn 
is to show that the book is finished. 
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GENERAL INDEX 


Advaita V^od&nta, dots uot 
uphold Pantiioism, 99. 

See also Vodllnta. 

Adhy&aa (iSupcrimposition), 

a.21. 

objections against, answer- 

ed, 6-11. 

is duo to ignoranco, 9. 
defined by Sankara, 11-14. 
according to others, 14-17. 
the basis of our oxperienco, 
17-18. 

Adrishta (tho Unseen Prin- 
ciple), of the Vaiseshikus, 
217 ff. 

in what does it inhere, 210. 
cannot bo tbo cause of the 
first motion of the atoms, 
210 - 211 . 

• yields fruit of actions at 
sontio futiwo time, 466, 
Agnihotra, 304, 421. 

Agnirahpya, the fires in, 
constitute a separate 
Vidya, 899400. 

Air, springs from ether, 244. 
the cause- of fire, 246-246. 

' See also Vilyu. 

Ajahat Lakslianfl, 305. 

A|^, is not the Pradh&na but 
causal matter,’ 142-146. 

. ' ■ *■- lan is to 

' : ^ ■ by tbo 

’ the snmll, in' the heart, is 
•Brahman, 108-116. 
external and internal, . 109, 
112 . 


Akhsa, the small, tho Jivu 
retires to, in doop sleep, 
110 . 

which reveals names and 
forms is Brahman, 131-132. 
cannot be a nonentity, 223. 
not otorual, 239-243. 
tho cause of air, 244. 

Akshara (Imperishable), is 
Brahman, 106407. 

Alayavijndna, 228-229. 

Ananjdamaya, see “Self con- 
sisting of blisis.'’ 

Antabkavana (tho internal 
organ). the necessity ot 
accepting an, 264. 

Apurva, 302, 362-368, 462.- 

Asmarathyn, his views, 94, 
164-167. 

Asramas, all the foiur, enjoin- 
ed by the scriptures, 428, 

460-461. . 

the duties of, compulsory, 

438441. 

porsoits not belonging to' 

any of tho, are also 

entitled to Knowledge, 
440-443. 

Atharvanikas, their rite of 
carrying fire on the head, 

‘ 368-^69. 

AtlvMin, who 108-104. 

Atman, as limited, jby the 
TTpfldhia is atomic /■ etc., 
261, 268-269. 

is changeless, 264. _ ’ '• 

l^nowledpo of, gives Free- 
' dom‘.' '868/ •' ' ' C 

8eo also Self and souL 
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Atoms, as the First Cause, 
176, 232-263. 

xeiutation of the atomic 
theory^ of th© Vaiscshikas, 
162, 177, 209-214, 

Atreya, 446. 

AvidyS. (Ignorance), the cause 
of all duality, 3-4. 
defined, 17-18, 

the meausi of I'ight know- 
ledge and the scriptural 
texts belong to the sphere 
of, 18. 

See also Nescience. 

A^^yakta (th© Undeveloped), 
in Katha 1, 3. 10-11 
means causal substance 
and not the Pradhana, 
135 If., 142. 

is dependent on the Supreme 
Lord, 139. 

in Katha 1, 3. 15 means the 
Supreme Self, 140-141. 
Andulomi, his views in 
Vedanta. 156-158, 447-448, 
612-613. 

Bfidarayana vii seq. 
and the Pancharlltras, xxxiii 
seq. 

Bhdari, his views, 94-95, 306, 
499-600. 

Banddha, Idealists, 215 j their 
views refuted, 226-229. 
Bealists, 214; their views 
refuted, 214-216. 
the twofold aggregate of, 
214-216. 

Bauddhas, their doctrine of 
uuivei-sal momentariuess 
refuted, 216 ff, 
the twofold aggregate of 
the. 220-223. 

Bh&gavata school, the', its 
doctrines refuted, 236-238. 


Bhaskara, 345. 

iJhodabhedavada, 164-155 

344-345. 

Bhuman, is Brahman, 102-104, 
Birth, and death are espokon 
of th© soul motaphoa’ically, 
261-262. 

may take place without th© 
five oblations, 311-312. 

Body, birth and death are 
primarily * spoken of, 
251-262. 

the sutble, 479^481. 
Brahmacharya, etc., as a 
means to Knowledge, 440. 
Brahmaloka, attainment of, 

' is a step in gradual eman- 
cipation, 108. 

‘small Akasa’iis called, 110- 
creatures daily go to, 110. 
attaimnent of, is not pos- 
sible as long as there is. 
a body, 382. 

the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes after death 
to, 488-491. 

only the worshippers o-f th© ’ 
Saguna Brahman without 
a symbol go to, 606-606. 
tbero i.s no return for such 
knowers from, 619, 623-624. 
Brahman, causality of, ex- 
plained, xxHi seq, 
the only Keality, 3,^ 180-181. 
Jiva is identical with, 3, 
36. 842-343, 346.' 
and Mfiyi, 4. 

is not an object of the 
senses, 6-7, 31, 87-89, 176, 

180. 

knowleclge of, results in 
liberation and immorta- 
lity, 6. 26, 36, 164, 464. 
tbo substratum of Adhy&sa, 
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scriptures hare no value for 
the knower of, ' 21. 
the inquiry into, 22-24. 
requisites for the aspirant 
to til© knowletlgo of, 26. 
is the source of origin etc. 

of the world, 20 If, 
definitions of, 26-27. 
is oognijsable through the 
scriptures alone and not 
through reasoning etc,, 00, 
31, 180, 194. 

is the fi’irst Cause, 27 fP,, 
44-40, 163. 

reveals Itself on the destruc- 
tion of ignorance, 29, 35. 
described negatively, 29. 
is the main puri)ort of all 
the Vedfinta texts, 32-^39, 
102, 266. 

knower of, becomes one with 

It, 86, 610-511. 

knowle4g0 of, does not 

depond on human endea- 
vour, 36 ff. 

meditated upon as mind 

and sun, 36. 

not the object^ of the aqt 
of knowing or of devout 
worship, 36. 
is our Inner Self, 37. 
injiincfcions have no f>lacQ 
with regard to, 87-38, 
can , be all-knowing and 

creative through M&ya, 
40, 2Q5, 

Saguna and Nirguua, xix 
seq,, xlii seq., Ivi seq., 45-46. 
the tail or support of 

everything, 47-54. 
as the person in th© sun 
and the eye, 64-66, 80-84. _ 
limitations are imagined in, 


for Qpa^iifl., 66, 81-82, 

347-348. 

as Akasa (Ether), 67-68. 
as Prana, 59, 04-69. 
aa Light, 69-64. 
as the metre Gayatri, 61-63. 
as the Being consisting of 
mind, 70-70. 
smallness of, 74. 
os abiding in the heart, 76. 
does not experience j)leasure 
or pain, 75-70, 272-276. 
and the indlividiial soul, 
76-76, 186-187, 266, 270-273. 
as the Eater, 70-78. 
as distinguished by BUsa, 
83. 

is tile Euler within, 84-87. 
is Vaiavfi.uara, 89-90. 
as the resting place of 
heaven, earth, etc., 97-102. 
all is, 98. 

is not manifold, 99. 
is the Witness, 101. 
is Bhiiman, 102-104. 
is Truth, 104. 

i,$ Akshara (Imperishable), 
105-107. 

the Higliiest Person in Pr. 

5. 5 is, 107-108. 
as the “small AlcAsa'', 
108-115. 

body is the city of, 109. 
the light of all lights, 
115-110, 130. 

as the person of the size 
of the thumb, 116-117. 
the Prfina in ICatli. 2, 6. 2 
is, 130. 

as the revealer of names 
and forms, 131-132. 
the Nature of the Supreme, 
131-132, 329-360. 
as the Self consisting of 
knowledge, 132-134, 
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wished to be many, 149. 
the Self of all, 150. 

Kan. 4. 10 refers to, 150-163. 
is the Self to be seen 
through hearing etc., 
168-168. 

is both the material and 
efficient cause of the 
world, 168-161, 188-190, 

198-199. 232-286. 
is the cause of the . world 
though of a different nature 
from it, 167-176. 
is existence itself, 170-171, 246. 
objections to, being the 

cause of the world refut- 
. ed, 167-170, 177-199, 209. 
has bnly apparently change 
ed into the world, 173, 

191, 198-199. 

the individual aoul an 

image of, in the mind, 
179. 

is realized in Samadhi, 180, 

341, 

world is non.different firom, 
180-181, 186. 

the world 'exists in, poten- I 
tially, during ptralaya, 

184* 

the Cause through Maya, 

. 192. 

the power of Maya of, 

established, 193. 
creative tlirough sportive 

impulse; 194-196. 
partiality or cruelty cannot 

he attirihuted to, 196-198, 
is endowed with all the 

attributes necessary for 

creation, 198-199. 


everything originates from. 
237. 

is not created, 244-246. 

oltements become creative 
through the agency of, 
247-248. 

at Pralaya elements are 
absorbed in, in the reverse 
order. 248-261. 

organs are produced from, 
278-281. 

the -chief Prana ih created 
from, 283. 

the vsoul in dreamless sleep 
rests in, 325-326. 

nature of Supreme, 329-350. 


takes form in connection 
with Upadbis, 333-33^, 

336, 337. 

is Pure Intelligence, 385-336. 
the ^ two forms of, are 
denied by 'not this, not 
this’ and not the Brahman 
Itself, 338. 

is ^ not perceived due to 


Ignorance, 340. 
is without a second, 346-349. 
is called a bank etc. meta- 
phorically, 346-847. 
meditations on, 865-871, 
373-375, 377-378, 887 ff. 
knowers of the Saguna, 
go by “the path of the 
gods”, 382-386. 

the departure of the knower 
of the Saguna, 478^79, 
486-487. 


knowers of the Saguna, go 
Ih Brahmaloka, 488-491. 
attainment of, means des- 
truction of ignorance, 
383-384, 603-606. 


Prdnaa of the knower of, 
do not depart at death 



GENERAL INEEX 548 


hut i 2 :ot merged ia It, 
481-485. 

reaiijsatioa of, is tho result 
oi' the Vid 3 ''fc, 412. 


knowledge of, eifocts 
highest liurposo 
shSrtha), 417-418. 


man’s 

(Puru- 


ia not tt p^rrt of saerificial 
acta, 417-427. 

the meditator ou, is to com- 
prehericl It os identical 
with himself, 457-458 j is not 
to identify Jiimself with the 
symbol of Brahman, 4o9-4(K). 
in meditations symbols aro 
to be viewed as, 460. 
knowledge of, destros's all 
past jand future sins, 

465-466. ‘ 

kiiower of, is not affected 

by good deeds, 467; attains 
onenem with It on the ex- 
haustion of Pr&rabdha Kar- 
mk, 47 J -472. 

is attained by souls who go 
hy the path of the gods 
on the dissolution of 

Brahmaloka, 501-502. 

Brahma-Sutrao, vi. 
author ' and date of the, 

vii seq. 

commentators on, xii seq. 
and Gita, x-xii, Ixiv seq. 
the necessity for the study 
of the. 6, 6. 

Budelhi (Intellect), the subtle 
lT])Mhi (adjunct) of the 
Self, 260-262, 266-269. 

Buddhism, the three principal 
sdiools of, 214-216, 

See also Bauddlia and the 
Buddhists. 

Buddhists, the, say that there 


U no self apart from 
Vijnana, 16. 

See also Bauddha. 

Cause, effect exists in, before 
its origination as well ns 
afWir it, 17 L 184. 

is not polluted by the effect 
when the latter gets dis- 
solved in it, 173. 

effec,t is of the nature of, 
and not vice -term, 173. 

the, alone is real, 181. 
every, is iio'b necessarily 
the effect of an anticedeiit 
thing, 246. 

Cause and effect, are non- 
different, 167-168, 181, 184, 
242. 

are not similar in every 
respect, 170. 

relation of, according to 
the Vaiseshikas, 208-209. 

the Bauddha chain of, 
216-219. 

relation of, contradicts the 
doctrine of momentari- 
ness, 218-219. 

Celibacy, eispiation for trans- 
gressing the vow of, 
443-446] such transgressor 
to be shunned, 446. 

?3gg also Sannyflsa. 

Ceremonies, purificatory, 

denied to Sudras, 128. 

Ohfiiwfilcas, i'i,( 406-4(^7] kefut- 
od, 407-408. 

Childlike state, 451-452. 

Consciousness, a quality of 
the Self, 408. 

Creation, scriptures on, 
148-150. 

is without a beginning, 
196-197. 
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Daliara Vidya, 356, 403, 

411-412. 

Beatli, tho nioclie of departure 
of tlio soul atj 473-478. 
DoitieSj , " tlio 


organs ■ ■ - 

wliicli I to 

Brahmaloka, 497-499. 

See also gods. 

Devaykna, see ‘‘the path of 

gods” under God. 

Digits, see Kal&s. 

Dream, state, is unreal, 226-227, 
820-321. 

the Jiva in, 265, 318-323. 
is the intorinodiate iDlace, 

318-319. 

woidd is tlie creation of tho 

«Tiva, 321. 


Earth, Is created from water, 

246- 247.- 

is meant hy Anna, 246-247. 
Effect, see Cause and Effect. 
Elements, atoms and their 
respective, 213. 

become causes through the 
agency of Brahman, 

247- 248. 

reabsorption in Brahman 
at Pralaya, 249-250. 
organs are the modifica- 
. tions of the, 250. 
are created by the Lord, 
293. 

Emancipation, see Liberation. 
Ether, see Ak&sa. 

Fire, Brahman conceived as 
gastric, 92-93. 

is created from air, 245-246. 
water is created from, 246. 
worshippers of the five fijres 
go to Brahmaloka, 506. 


Food, prohibited, when can 
be taken, 436-438. 

See also Anna. 

Freedom, see Liberation. 

GUyatri, is everything what- 
ever exists,^ 61-62. 

Brahman is* denoted by 
tho metre, 63-64. 

God, see Lord. 

Gods, are entitled to the 
.study of the Vedas etc., 
118, 124426. 

th‘- 119420. 

ar ■ aKRiiming 

simultane- 
ously, 119. 

are qualified for Vidy&s, 
124426. 

souls becomo tho food of, 
302-303. 

tho path of tho, who go hy 
it after death, 382-385. 

the path of the, the only 
wav to Brahmaloka, 49^ 
49.L 

stages in the path of, the, 
by which the departing 
soul goes, 492-497. 

the Saguna Brahman is 
attained by the soul who 
goes by tbe path of the, 
499-500. 

souls which go hy the 
path oF the, attain Su- 
preme Brahman on the 
clivssolution of Brahma- 
loka, 600-505. 

See also Deities. 

Great, see Maliat. 

Gunas, the three, 40,205-206. 

Heaven, performers of sacri- 
fices alone go to, 801. 

Hell,. 308-809. 
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fiiranyagarblia, 107, 270, 288, 
309, 870. 

Householder, the importaneo 
of his lito, 440-450, 

Immortality, is gained only 
by the kuowletlgo of tlio 
Supreme Self, 154, 

Iswara, is recognissed by the 
Yoga system, 100-107. 

See also Lord. 


JT&bAla Satyakama, 128, 
jabaias, 95-90, 

Jaimini, 93, 95, 387-388, 399, 
400. 403-404. 

on the qualification of gods 
for Up4san§. etc., 124, 125, 
152. 

thinks that religious merit 
brings about the' fruits of 
actions, 361, 

x^he Vedas throughout pres- 
cocibe actfe according to, 
418-421 ; this view refut- 
ed, 421-427. 
on Sanny&sa, 427-428. 
says that the soul which 
goes by the path of the 
gods attains Brahman, 602. 
on the diaraoteristios of 
the liberated soul, 611-612, 
616-516. 

.;Talnas, refuted, 229-232. 

•tlaaiaka, 419, 422-423, 425. 
janasruti, 126-127. 

Jiva, see Soul. 

Jivanmukti, 466. 

Canada, 176-177. 

Kapila, 165, 176, 

Karmn, the soul descends ^ from 
heaven with the residual, 
803-307. 


and good conduct, 306-307. 
the Lord is tho giver of the 
fraits of, 350-361. 

Jamiini’s views on, 361. 
Badarayana’s view on the 
fruition of, 362-353. 
itself ia incapable of pro- 
ducing results, 352-363. 
the good and ovil, of a 
knower of Brahman go to 
his friends and enemies res- 
pectively, 378-380. 
ho who has attained Knowl- 
edge gets rid of his good 
and evu, at death, 880-382. 
Sanchita and Agami, alone 
are destroyed through 
Knowledge, 380-881, 467- 

469. 

Prarabdha, is destroyed at 
death, 380-381. 

law of, does not hold good 
in the case of a knower of 
Brahman, 466. 

Karmakanda, 20, 26, 34. 

Karshnajini, 806-306. 

Kasakritsna, 167-168. 

Knowledge, ilie metons of 

right, belong to the 

sphere of Avidya, 18 ff. 
is not an activity of the 
mind, 37. 

de^tends on the thing itself, 

on the dawning of, the 

individual soul realizes its 
identity with Brahman, 
187, 843. 

perfect, attained in Sama- 
dhi, 268. 

is attained through the 
grace of the Iiord,i269, 
perfect, results from Nir- 
guna TJpasana, 384. 
sacrifices performed with, 
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are more i^oworful, 397- 
398. 

of Bralaniau leads to I/ib or- 

ation, 418. 

no work for one wko lias 
attained, 422-423. 

■ destroys all ignorance, 426. 
is gained in Saniiy&sa 
Asrania, 426-427. 
works are an indirect means 
• to, 434-436. ^ 

can be attained by special 
works, 441. 

when may It comeP 462-463. 

. dejstroys . all past and 
futiiro sins, 466-466. 
cannot destroy Prarabdha 
' woa’ks, 468. 

Kumdrila, 345. 

* ■ attained by 

of tbo 

■ ■ • {3. 

- of Self leads 

to, 24, atja, 

ia attained 'by knowledge of 
Brahman, 26, 42, 131, 418. 

■ conies from ibe oomprehen- 
sion of the Veclflnta texts, 
34. 

knowledge of the Sagnna 
Brahiman leads to gradual, 
46. . 

according to the Stokbyas, 

^ 140-141. 

is attained by worshipping 
e(to. Vfi.sudeva, 236-236. 
comes from fcnowledgo 
. only, . 434436. 
not delayed after Knowl- 
.. edge, 453>464. • 
is kno^yledge of Brahman, 

. . ’,464. 

newly acquired, 
'6y9, - , ■ 


Light, in Chh. 3. 13, 7 is Brah- 
man, 69-64. 

Brahman is tlio, of lights. 
116-116. 

the Highest, is Brahman,. 
131. 

the, attained by Jiva is tbe- 
Supremo Self, 610. 

Lord, the whole creation is. 
reabsorbed in the Suj;i- 
rema, 77, 

cosmic form of the, 91. 
is to be meditated upon in the 
space between the head and 
the cMn, 96-96. 

the Supreme, in free from 
the throe state.s of waking* 
dream, and deep sleep, 113. 
is not affected hy ignorance, 
139. 

disjiGimGS fruits of action,. 

190, 232-233, 270, 360-363. 
the Inner lluler, 196. 

" ■ soul ie 

fonr its- 

■ ' ■ ! through 

■ . '■ f 

the soul is a ' part of the*. 
270-272, 276. 

the Supreme, does not 
create the dream world,. 
819-321. 

the Supreme, doep not enjoy 
the fTuits of aotions, 390. 
meditation on. the cotsmin 
form of the, 409410. 
the Supreme, abides in two* 
forms, 622-623. 

See also Brahman. . • 

Madhu Vidyfi,, 124 ff., 144,. 

.Mahat .((^reat), in Katha 
1. 3. 11 does not / refer -, to 
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the S^ukhj'an category, 
i;J5 E. 

jiumns the cosmic iutellcMJt, 
137, 141. 

refers to Self in Vedio texts, 
141-142. 


Miheswaras, their, philosophi- 


cal doctrines, 232-236. 


Ma-lroyi. -63-164. 

•Mjini, .12;. 'I:''-. 166. 214. 

Mavi'., (‘.sp.hii 3 If. 

is not real, 4, 13, 14. 

is Anirvaohaniya, 4, 14, 139. 

is the result of Aridy&, 3, 
14. 

Brahman hecomes ca-eative 

through, 40, 139, 192, 205. 

Is a iioivor _ of Brahman, 166. 

the Lord is able to cireate 
xho world of diversity 
through His power of, 

190. 

Brahman’s power of, csbab- 

lished, 193. 

Brahman is apparently 
modified tlirough, 198-109. 

Meditation, in, on Brahman 
all tho qualities of Brah- 
man, negative and other- 
wise, aro to be ^^ombined 
into one, 366-367, 887-388. 

reciprocal, is enjoined in 

Ait. Ar. 2 . 2. 4. 6, 

392-393, 

on Atman to be repeated 
till • Kiiowlcdge dawns, 
465-467. 

one lias to practise, sitting, 
462-463. 


Meditations coimected with 
the members of sacrificial 
acts, 413-416, 4-16-448. 

,in,, on the -.membetrs of sacri- 
ficial acts the idea of divi- 


nity is to be superimposed 
on them, 461-462. 

are to be observed till 
death, 464-466. 

fileditativeness, is enjoined in 
Brih...3. 6, 1, 448449. 

Mimfimsakas (Purva), object 

to tho definition of super- 

imposition, 12, 13. 

uphold tho intrinsic validity 
of all knowledge, 12. 

Prfibhfdcara stshool of, and 
superimposition, 13. 

purjjort of the Vedaa 
according to, 32-33. 

say that the words of the 
Vedas are oteimal, 120. 

say that diffea*ence of terms 
indicate difference in acts,' 
/fll. 

Mind, the functions of the 
organs are merged in, at 
death, 47^76. 

is not the material cause of 
tho organs, 474. 

the function of, gets merged 
in Prfina at death, 476476. 

Mom entar incss, the Bauddha 
doctrine of, 216, 217 fir., 
223-22^1. 

Moon, the world of, 301, 807- 
308, 813-314. 

Nacliikcta, Yama and, 141. 

Naiyfiyikas, and superimposi- 
tion, 16 ff. 

mention atoms as First 
Cause, 176. 

declare the Lord to bo only 
the ^ etfiedent cause, 232. 

the Jiva an agent according 
to tJie. 268. 

t.heir doctrine of many souls 
refuted, 275-277. 

Name and form, the universe 



IJilAH.MA-SUTEAS 


548 


and its objects bave, as 
the condition of tboir 
manifestation, 121, 
all mental states affo condi- 
tioned by, 121. 

evolved by Brahman, 131, 292- 
293. 

Ndrada, 102 ff., 886. 

IVesoience, see AvidyH, MayS., 
Nihilism, illogical, 229. 

Nihilists (Baiiddha)^ 162-103, 

2 . 10 . 

Nimb^rka, xiii-xvi. 
causality of Brahman ac- 
cordiim to, xxxii-xxxiii, 
the Jiva according to, 
xL 

^ Brahman’s ' nature accord- 
ing to, xHv SQO., Ivi seq, 
Non-exisitenee, 148-149, 162, 

183, 224-226. 

Object, subject and, arc 
opposed and cannot be 

identified, 6. 

subject and, are mixed up 
due to ignorance, 7-8. 
the nature of, is twofold, 
18. 

Oblations, the five, 297, 

811.312. 

Om the symbol, in the 

Udgitha Vidyd, 362, 364, 

415. 

Organs, are the effecfts of 
elements, 260, 280.. 
are produced from Brah- 

man, 278-280. 
their ‘number, 281-282, 
are minute in size, 282-283. ' 
the presiding deities of the, 
288-290. 

the relation between the 

soul and the, 289, 290. 
are independent principles 


and not modes of the Chief 
Brana, 2iH)-291. 

follow tho soul at deatb, 
299. 

tho funewons of the, are 
morged in the mind at 
death, 473-476. 

the, of tho knower of the 
Nirguna Brahman get 
merged in It at death, 
483484. 

Panchfigni Vidyh, those who 
know the, go by tho path 
of tho gods, 384-386. 

Pfi'iicharatra iSdhool, see 
Bliriga\’'ata aohool. 

Parinamavfida, 6, 

I’erception, direct, is tho basis 
of all the other means of 
Icnowledge, 10-11. 

Person (Purnsha), tho highest, 
i)i Pr. 6. 6 is Brahman, 
107-108. 

of the size of the thumb is 
Brahman, 116-117. 

Philosophy, the six systems 
of, i-iv. 

Pitriyfina, 310. 

Prdbhdkaraa, on supfirimpoai- 
tion, 13, 14, 16. 

Pradhdna is made up of tbo 
three Cuna;^, 38, 206-206. 

the Sankhyan Fii‘st Cause, 
88-89. 

refutation of the Sdnkhyan 
doctrine of, 39-46, 88, 

200-207. 

is insentient and not based 
on the scriptures, 3940, 
186 seq. 

is not the ruler within, 86. 

cannot be the resting place 
of heaven, earth, etc., 
98-100. 
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cannot bo tlio Imperisbablei 
<Akj?bara), 106, 

Aia docs not refer to, 
14M45. 

is an indopoiiclent entity, 
166. 

nf the Yogins refuted, 
232 ^- 235 . 

I’ralaya (Dissolution of the 
’fvorld), 123. 

the world exists in a poten- 
tial form during, l!:^!, 249. 
Prftna in Chh. 1. 11. 4-6, Kau, 
3. 1-8, and Katha 2, 6. 2 

Id Brahman, 69, 64-69, 

130 respectively, 
water* as the dress of, 871. 
Pr^na, the chief, (vital force) 
is created from Brahman, 
283. , 

the, chief, (vital force) is 
dfilToront from air and 
sense functions, 284-287. 
tho cliief, (vital force) 
acording to ' the SS-n- 
khyas, 284. 

the chief, (vital force) is 
subordinate to the soul, 
286-286. 

tho chief, (vital force) its 
function, 286-287. 
the chief, (vital force) is not 
an iirstrumeu b, 286. 
the chief, (vital force) is 
minute, 288. 

the functions of the mind 
get merged in, at death, 
476-476.. 

•the functions of, get merged 
in the J iva at death, 
476-478. 

Prjln^gnihotra, 396-896. 
Pranavidy^, 366, 364-366, 371, 
Purusha (of tho Sinkbyas), 
43, 203, 205. 


Purushartha, the hi^iost, 

attained through Knowl- 

edge, 417418, 434. 

Purubha Vidya, 376-377. 

Purva Alimamsa, seo Mi- 
ni amaakas 

Ramakrishna, Sri, 20. 

RMnauiija, xiv-xvii, xxxix, 6, 
161. 

causality of Brahman ac- 
cording to, XXX. 

tho soul according to, 
xxxviii-xxxix. 

Brahman's nature according 
to, xliii seq., Ivi seq. 

Reasoning, cannot arrive at 
truth, 28. 

and the scriptures, 28, 34, 

176, 176. 

has been employed by the 
scriiitiires, 34. 

Ritvik (Priest), 447. 

Ruler within, is Brahman, 
84-87, ^ 

Sacrifices, lead to heaven, 301.' 

thoso who do not iierform, 
go to the abode of Yama, 
808. 

killing animals in, does not 
entail sin, 316. 

Sadhanfi, (spiritual practi- 
ces), texts dealing with 
creation in VedMita refer 
to, 33. 

is possible only during one’s 
life time, 382. 

the destruction of good and 
evil results from, 382. 

iSamacliMa, 369. 

Sam&dhi, see Meditation. 

SamavS,ya (inseparable in- 
herence). 211. 

Sampat Bpasana 95, 403. 
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SaiusS,ra (relative existence), 
tile cans© of, 4. 

is got rid of tliroiigli the 
knowledge of Brahman, 
6, 23-24. 

is without a beginning, 270. 

SaiQskarae (Impressions), are 
impossible without the 
perception of external 
objects, 228. 

require a permanent abode, 
228. 

Samvarga Vidj'fi,, 399. 

Sanatkumara, 102 if., 386. 

Sandilya Vidya, 356, 372, 

373 . 403. 411-412. 

S&nkhyas, their First Cause, 
38-39. 

refutation of their doctrine 
of the Pradliana, 39-46, 
135-130, 200-207, 276-277. 

the categories of the, not 
mentioned in th© Vedas, 
166. ^ 

BS,nkhya Smriti, its authority 
refuted, 164-165. 

SannySsa, Knowledge is gain- 
ed in Sannyasa Asrania, 
^ 26 - 127 . 

is prescribed by the scrip- 
tures,^ 427-430. 460. 

there is no reverting back 
to former life from, 442- 
443. 

expiatory ceremony for 

breaking the vow of, 
445-446. 

Saniiyasins, need not perform 

rites etc., 433434. 

Sat, is Brahman, 40. 

refers to an intelligent 

• principle, 41-44. 

Satyahliedavfida, see Andu- 

lomi. • 


Scriptures, the, are iniper- 
soiial and infallible, 10, 
28. 

deny only the absolute 
validity of peycoption, 11,, 
191. 

belong to the sphere of 
AvWya, 18-19, 

are the only pfroof about Brah- 
man, 28, 30, 46. 
declare that one ignorant 
of them cannot know Brah- 
man, 31. 

employ reasoning, 34. 
their aim is. to doscrihe Brah- 
man and not the Jiva, 
101-102, 339. 

Self, a,s subjec’it and ^ object, 8-9. 
13 proved by intuitive know- 
ledge, 9. 

is rcalixed through Sadhang,/ 
17-18. 

is Brahman, 23. 
the ompirical, and the real 
Self, 24, 153, 166-167. 
knowledge of the, liber*atee„ 
24, 104, 154. 

consisting of bliss, 47-61, 53. 
consisting of knowledge' ia 
Brahman,, 1S2-1S4. 
to be seen through hearing 
etc. is Brahman, 153-168. 
injunctions etc, when poissible 
with reference to, 274. 
there is no confusion of the, 
fruit of actions due to unity 
of the, 274-276. 

is separate from the body,, 
406408. 

i.? not an agent, 421-422. 
no work is prescribed for a 
knower of the, 424-426. 
knowledge of the, is antago- 
nistic to work, 426. 
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Sgo ako Brahman. 

Bonso organs, are cioated, 271). 
are directed by the soul, 234. 

Bkandhas, the five, of the 
Baiiddhas, 216-216. 
the five, and atoms cannot 
aggregate by themselves, 
215-216. 

Sleep, deep or dreamless 
(Sushupti), the Oiva in, 
263, 324-328. 
the seat -of, 324-326. 

Bmritis and Sriiti, 91, 164-166. 
prohibit the studying of the 
Vedas etc. by Sudras, 129. 

Soul (the individual), is in 
reality identical ^ ■with 
Brahman, xxxvi-xxxviii, xli, 
8, 64. 261, 610-511. 
identifies itself with body, 

is an agent, 76, 88-89, 102, 164, 
263-261, 266-269. 
oxx)Gnienc©s pleasure and 
pain, 76, 102, 289-290. 
difference between, and 
Brahman, 76-76. 
difference between, and the 
Supreme Lord is dii© to 
Nescience, 87, 152, 187, 254, 
272-273, 323. 

experiences tho fruits of good 
and evil actions, 101. 

■daily goes into the small 
Akfisa in deep sleep, 110. 

IS free fxom evil etc. only as 
non-different from Brahman, 
114. 

and Brahman acc. to vari- 
ous schools of Vedfi.nta, 
154-168. 

had always had a previous exr 
istence, 197. ^ 

Jainas ’on, 230-231. 


directs the sense organs, 
234, 289. 

the, is not created but eternal, 
236-236, 262-263, 
birth ard death are meta- 
phorically spoken of the, 
251-262. 

acc. to Vaiseshikas, 254, 
is not the subject-matter of 
the scripture.^, 256. 
conjunction of the, and the 
intellect exists in its relative 
state, 261-263. 
in deep sleep, 263, 326-828. 
in dream state, 206, 318-323. 
a part or reflection of the 
Lord, 271-273, 276. 
connection between the, and 
the organs is permanent, 
290.. 

cjannot create, 293. 
its departure at death, 296- 
803, 478, 489-491, 494-496. 

its descent foom heaven, 

^ 803-317. 

in a swoon, 828-329, 
tho released, only manifests 
its real nature, 608-510. . 
its characteaustics, 511-514. 
in Brahmaloka, 614-624, 

Souls, are different from one 
another, 274-276. , 

refutation of the doctrin© of 
many all-pervading, 276-277. 
perfected, ^ are reborn for 
some Diviue Mission, 386. 
udiich have attained Brahma- 
loka, on its dissolution attain 
Brahman, 601-.605. 
there is no return for released, 
from Brahmaloka, 623, 

SraddhA, water is called, 
297, 800r3,01. 
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Srutis, see Scriptures. 

Subject, see Object. 

Budnis. not entitled to the 
study of the Vedas, 126-129. 
Superimposition, see Adhyasa. 
Bushiimua (iiervte), 479. 
the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes out 

through the, 485" 4B7. 
Sushupti, see sleep, deej). ^ 
Sutrasi, iv»vi. 

Udgitha, meditations on, 431, 
432. 

to be viewed as the sun, 
461-462. 

Bdgitha Vidyg., 861-363, 408-409. 
and the symbol Om, 362, 364, 
415. 

tlpanishada, and MayavAda, 
hi seq. 

speak of two types of 
Brahman, 45-46. 
the subject-matter of the, 
is Brahman, 101. 

ITplisanis, are not parts of 
sacrifices, 397-398. 
connected with sacrificial 
acts are valid for all 
Sakhfis, 408-409. 

'enhance the result of sacri- 
fices, 416. 

Vaiseahikas, their philosophi- 
cal views and their refuta- 
tion, 207-214, 232, 254, 276- 

m. 

Vaisv§,nara, is Brahman, 89-96. 
Upfisana, 856, 409-410. 

Vidyas, 859-360, 385, 
Vajasaneyins, 92-93, 152, 872, 
400, 

iVamadeva, 66-67, 453, 


V asudevu , 235-236 , 

Vayu, see Air, 

Vedas, have no value for the. 

kuowei' of Brahman, 21. 
the study of, is a. i^re- 
requisite for Vedanta and 
Burva Mimfimsa, 26. 
prescribe acts, 32-33. 
who are entitled to tire study 
of the, 117-118, 126-129. 
the world created from the, 
are eternal, 120-122. 

VedUnta, holds the identity 
of the soul and Brahman, 
23, 

room for reasoning in, 30. 
being based on the Srutis is 
more authoritative than 
the Sfinkbya Sinriti, 174-175. 
Vedflnta texts, give the know- 
ledge of the real natiir© of 
the Self, 19, 24, 28. 
the main ijurport of the, ia 
Brahman, 32, 33, 34, 33, 359. 
are the only proof of Brah- 

man, 38. 

refer to an intelligent prin- 

ciple as the First Oause. 
4445. 

there is no conflict in the, 

V with reepecib to Brahman. 

as the First Cause, 147-150. 
teach the Supreme Self^. 

^ 421-422. 

Videharaukti, knower of 

Brahman attains, 467. 

Vidya, Mu. 3. 1. 1 and Kath. 

1. 3. 1 form one, 389-390. 
Brill. 3. 4. 1 and 8. 6. 1 form 
one, 390-392. 

Brih, 5. 4. 1 and 5. 6. 2 form 
# one, 393-394, 

Vidyfi.5 (Upfijsauas), what are. 
theP 354. 
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with identical or similar forms 
arse one Vidya, 356-^360. 
imrticulars of identicial, 
jiieiitionod in diffierent 

places are to he combined 
into on© meditation, 360- 
361. 

having different siibjeot- 
matW are different, 361- 

364. 

identical, in the some Sakha 
have to be combined, 372. 
various, like the SS-nclilya etc. 
arc to be keiDt separate, 
411412. 

one is to be selected from 
among the, relating to 

Bralmian, 412. 

yielding particular desit'es 

may or may not be com- 

bined, 412-413, 

scriptural statements refer- 
ring to, enjoin meditation, 
430-432. 

Viraja, 381. 

yisishtfldvaitav8,da, 6. 

Vital forc.e, see PrS-na. 

V,\asa, 386. 

5 

V'akiiig state, is real in com- 
parison with dreams, 226- 
227. 

Water, created from fire, 246. 
earth created from, 246-247. 
called Sraddba, 297, 800-301. 
as tJiG dress of Pifina, 371, 

.Word, the relation between, 
and its objects is eternal, 
120 . 


the world originates from, 
120-121. 

Work, on whom the scriptures 
enjoin, 424-426. 

the Icnower of the Self is not 
bound by the effects otV 
425. 

an indirect means to 
Knowledge, 434-436. 

has no part in producing 
Liberation, 436. 

the results of obligatory, is. 
not destroyed by Knowledge, 
469-470. 

regular, contributes to 
Knowledge indinectly, 470. 

done with a desire docs not 
help the origination of 

Knowledge, 470. 

sacrificial, not combined 
with meditations ^also helps 
in the origination of 
Knowledge, 471. 

all, including Prarabdha of 
the Knower of Brahman 
are destroyed at death,, 
472. 

See also Karma. 

World, the, originati^ from 

the words of the Vedas,., 

120-121, 

does not become absolutely 
non-exi-stent at Pralaya,. 
123, 173-174, 184. 

Brahman is the material 
and efficient cause of the,, 

168-161, 293. 

and Brahman, 167-171, 180-181^ 
185. 
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exdsts in Braliman even 
before creation, 171, 
is an illusion, 173, 

is Tvithout a beginning, 
196-197. 

existed in former cycles, 
198. 

the external, is not al- 
together non-existent, 225- 
226. 


Yama, 308-309. 

Yoga Smriti, refutation of, 
166-167. 

YogarSutras, 26. 

Yogins, 232. 

the limitations as to time for 
the mode of departure at 
death apply to the, 490- 
491, 
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